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CHILDREN AND THEIR FAMILIES IN TWO COUNTIES OF NEW YORK STATE:
AN EXPLORATION OF THE ECOLOGICAL UTILITY OF THE DIPOV INDEX

I. BACKGROUND

If we are to determine what social tasks need doing and where they
need to be done, it is necessary to have a detalled picture of the goclal
state of the nation and of Lits politico-geographical subdivisions. Vari-
ables or sets of variables which can be measured repeatedly over time and
are reliable ({.e., do not fluctuate inordinately over short periods of time),
and which are socially important and normative (i.e,, range from "bad" to
"good" states) can serve potentially as indicators revealing the soclal
atate of the nation. If additional criteria are met, such variables may
have even greater implications for social policy and program planning, This
would be true, for example, if the variables were available and could
depict differences in the goodness of circumstances among succegaively smaller
geographical units (e.g., states of the nation, counties of a state, districts
of a city), and if they could be demonstrated to reveal social conditions
somevhat more general than those which the variables measure directly,

These additional criteria are important since, if they are satis-
fied, information would be available for a chain of decisions deacending
from the national level to, potentially, the sub-county or even neigh-
borhood level, Unfortunately, the data for many variables are presently
readily available only for regions or states, and other data which are

routinely presented at the county level and other small geographic areas

*Sectian I in this report, which describes the general background of our work,
is the same as Section I in our concurrent report: The state of the child:
National perspectives, DIPOV Indices and related indicators of c¢hild health
and welfare for each state and county of the United States, 1970-1972.
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are frequently available only on a decennial rather than on an annual
basis, If such information were available annually and could be dis-
aggregated so that state data could be used at the national level, county
data at the state level, and sub-county data (e.g., by such census divi-
siong as enumeration districts and block groups) at the county level,
the ability to make informed policy decisions at all these levels about
the allocation of funds and the placement nf programs would be strengthened,
Of course, such disaggregated data would be useful at each level only
to the extent that they differentiate comparable geographical units,
Without doubt, some indicators will differentiate at one level but not
at others; for example, among states but not among smaller geographical
units. In general, the most useful indicators will be those that depict
differences at every level, Finally, with regard to these additional
criteria, measuremeﬁt of indicators which are found to be linked to a
" broader network of problems and needs is more generally useful than
measurement of indicators which are narrower in scope., Indicators which
can serve as surrogates for a relatively large set of problems and.needs
should ordinarily be preferred to indicators which represent only them-
gselves, However, it should be added that it may be necessary to measure
a narrow indicator also if it uniquely provides a plece of critical in~
formation.

Indicators which meet the qualifications mentioned above, and
therefore possess considerable descriptive power, can point to the ex-
istence of social problems and needs and can provide information about

their comparative incidence and/or prevalence in various politico-

12
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geogriphical units, Such informatfon would cona titwte uaefwl dnput to
decisioms concexning the allocation of resources ind che plmcement of
progrims arid sexvices, vhile, at the same time, they could slso merwe

to defime baseldnes againgt which program inpaict nay be¢ Judged 1;

Indicitors of Child Health and Welfire

For sevexal years the (entex for Soclal Research of the Cdty
Undversfty of New Yoxk has been ¢ngsged in an at tempt to dewel<p 2 set
of indlcators that would describe "'the state of the child,' The cow-

dition of ghe nation's children, of course, 1s an extremely lmportant

aspect ©of the gocial state of the matdon, It ia critdcal to have indi-

catoxs thae will permit monitordng of the physicsl health amd the social,
emotimal, and cognitive functioning of children, as will as assoclated
phenotera such a8 the scope and qualigy of programs of child care,

Sope dats relevant to these tomcerns are avallable fzom nany
Sources , {r many forms 2. Foxr eximple , data concemning children are pro-
vided by the Cemsus Bureau, by the lealth Interwisw Surveys and Health
Exanination Surveys of the Public Health Service, by the Natiomal
Assesiment 0f Educational Progress of the Education Comdsgdon of the

States, ind by many state, counegy and city agencitas , but there have been

™ = e e i — e - — S N = S

1?::;- t ginetal review and critique of the merits snd dimerits of socisl
inddicatore see: Sheldon, E.B. and Farke, R, Social indicacors,
Sciences, 19735, 188, 693-699. ¥or a cdiscumeion of the intexrelatiomship
between gotlial indicators and decfiion-making mee: Do Neudfville, J.
Sociil indicators and public policy, Ney Yorkt Elsevier, 1915.

sz- in overall compilation of watimal daca on children see! Snapper, K
et al, The status of childxen 1975, Washington,K D.C.: George Wishimgton
University, 1975. ' - ‘
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few systematic attempts to draw together data from many such sources
and explore the relationships among the data.

In our earlier work we employed factor analyses to examine the
pattexns of relationship among a set of child-related variables separately
for two time periods (1960 and 1970) and three sets of geographical units

(the 5C states of the United States plus the District of Columbia, the

City)ai One major ailm of this study was to identify the variables vhich
were highly related in all six data sets and that, therefore, seemed to
describe the state of children reliasbly both over time and acroass sets
of geographical units, |

The variables included in these analyses were selected with the
ald of a schema vhich attempted to distinguish attributes and character-
istics from resources and services, child from context, and health from
general welfare (see Table 1). A severe restriction on the selection of
variables was the necessity that they be avallable for the three sets of
geographical units, Unfortunately, many potentially valuable variables
are not readily availlable for units smaller than states. In addition te
the 25 variables in Table 1, several damag:aphic variables were employed
in the analyaes to ald in the iInterpretation of the results. These were
White Population, Average Family Size, Divorced Marrieds, Under 18

Population, and Urbanization. Most of the 30 variables were expressed

BFsr a detailed description of this earlier work see: Kogan, L. 5, and
Jenkins, S, Indicators of child health and welfare: Development of
the DIPOV Index, New York: Columbia University Press, 1974,

14




TABLE 1

SELECTED VARIABLES AND THEIR CLASSIFICATION

___Clasgification Variable

Attributes and Characteristiecs Child Health Infant Mortality
Premature Births
Juveni le Venereal Disease

Welfare Out-of -Wedlock Bdr.ns
Living with Both Parents
School Achievement

Context Health . Measles All Ages
* Tuberculosls New Cases
Home Accldent Deaths

Welfare Overcrowded Housing

Working Mothers with Children
Under S1ix

Family Income

Resources and Services Child Health Pedistricians
Children in Mental Hospitals
Prenatal Neglect

Welfare High School Enrollment
AFDC Under 18
Juvenile Delinquency

Context Health All Admissions Mental Hospitals
Physicdans
Pgychiatric Clinic Terminations

Welfare Crime Index

Homicides

Public Assistance Recipients

Limited Adult Educational
Attainment

15




as rates per unit population.

Of the 25 norwative variables, 5 showed high loadings (above a
criterion of .60) on the first principal fact@f4 in all six independent
analyses, We interpreted this first factor to represent an underlying
dimension associated with poverty and discrimimaﬁi&n since percent white
population was always very highly but negatively loaded on the first
factor and welfare dependency was also highly loaded, We called this
first factor DISORGANIZED POVERTY (describing the negative pole of the
factor) and labeled an index, which combined the five highly intercor—
related indicators, the DIPOV Index., The letters in DIPOV form an
acronym based on the initial letters of the five indicators: D for
Dependency (proportion of children under 18 in families receiving Aid
to Families with Dependent Children); I for Incomplete Families (pro-

portion of children under 18 not living with both parents); P for

Premature Births (rate of infants with birth weight under 2501 grams
per 1000 live births); 0 for Qut-of-Wedlock Births (proportion of live
births designated out—of-wedlock); and V for Vemereal Disease, Juvenile
(usually defined in our data as rate of reported cases of primary or
secondary syphilis or gonorrhea among persons under age 20 per 100,000
population under age 20).

A first principal factor is an underlying dimension which accounts max-
imally for common variance amomg a set of variables. For general discussion
of factor analytic procedures see: Harman, H. Modern factor analysis.
Chicago: Unilversity of Chicago Press, 1967. Principal factor analysis

with iteration for communalities was used in all analyses. GSee: Buhler, R.
P-Stat. A computing system for file manipulation and statistical analysis
of socdal science data., Princeton: Princeton University Computation
Center, 1974, B )
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vr It appeared to us that the DIPOV Index might serve as a first
approximation for the iepf&saméatinﬁ:gf'"quélitﬁ of child 1ife" fdr
designatad gEDgfaphical areas., We‘suggesééé that relative standing

1

on this iﬁdez is a measure af the ggadness sf circumstances concerning

Pthoor roectly emaracterive il carairona

ghildren in these_geagraphical gubdivisians. Faf Example, a state,
county or city distri;t with high rates of AFDC éhiléren;uchildfén in
incomplete families, premature births, out-of-wedlock births, and

juvenile venereal disease can certainly be considered an area with

substantial problems for children and persons interested in children.



11. THE PRESENT STUDY

The DIPOV Index can be further examined in a number of ways to
explore itg utility. We have chosen two directions. One, represented
in this report, employs sample surveys in two contrasting New York State
counties in order to determine the relationship between DIPOV Indices and
a gubstantial number of child, parental and family characteristics and
behaviors. The second approach, described in a concurrent fepgrt5, extends
the factor analyses previously mentioned to the counties pf a large number
,of states in each of three years in order to amalyze further the generality

of the DIPOV cluster.

Available Indicators and Sample Surveys

The factor analytic work that resulted in the development of the
DIPOV Index and tested its generality in countiles across the nation used
"available" data, obtained from such sources as the Census Bureau and
state and local agenclea. We have suggested that such DIPOV Indices derived
from available data provide, in a gross way, a measure of the general state
of child health and welfare in sets of geographlicsal units. The counties
of New York State, for example, can be characterized and ranked acecording
to their DIPOV Index values, and we would expect that the relative degree
of "needs' and/or "social problems" of the children in a county would be rea-
sonably in line with the county's DIPOV-Index rank. However, although we
hypothesize this to be true, without test we do not know the extent to which

the DIPOV Index can serve as a purrogate for a larger set of needs and

5

Kogan, L. S,, Smith, J. and Jordan, L. A. The atate of the child:
HatianalﬁperggectiVESjADIPDV Indices and related indigatars of child

health and welfare for each state and epuntv of the United Sﬂates. 1970 1972.
New York: Center for Social Research, City Uﬁivgrsity of New York April 1976
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problems. The indicators which compose the DIPOV Index are five particular
measures with considerable variancé in common with school achievement, over-
crovded housing, prenatal neglect and juvenile delinquency. For the most
part, hovever, they are remote from children's actual health and behavior.
Four of the DIPOV indicators either directly characterize family conditions
(Dependency, Incomplete Families) or conditions of birth and parental behavior
(Prematurity, Out-of-Wedlock status), Only Juvenile Venereal Disease directly
measures children after birth and this indicator, of course, priéiip;lly
characterizes teen-age children, Furthermore, even if it were granted
without test‘that the DIPOV Index is a broad surrogate, lacking further

study we would neither know specifically which needs, problens,- and

conditions are related to the Index nor the strength of the relationships.

To obtain this information,therefore, additional study is necessary and since a
broad range of data concerning a representative sample of children was not
available for counties, our study collected new data, This took the form of
in-depth sample surveys of families with children in counties which differ in
their DIPOV Indices.

Subsequently we shall describe in detail what we shall call a distal-to-
proximal ecological mﬁéel, the most distal éampaﬂent of which involves the
ability of county of residence to predict the health and psychosocial func-
tioning of children within the county. To the extent that monies and re-
sources are allocated differentially on a county basis, there is an under-~
lying assumption that counties differ in their needs and problems.

Interviev Inatruments

For the purpose of the sample surveys, interview schedules were devel-

oped for use with the mothers or mother-surrogates of sample children. The

19



schedules were constructed employing the measurement model presented in
Figure 1 as an organizatlonal gulde and a framework for examining the range of
information sampled by the items,

Originally, five different age-level schedules were devised, spanning
birth to 18 years of age. Finmaily, however, these were reduced to three age-
level instruments covering the ages one to ten years, Considerations such
as sample homogeneity, the mother's ability to report reasonsbly fully and
knowledgeably about the child, and the existence of a sufficiently developed
repertolre of bzhavior caused us to narrow the age range studied by this
approach.

The largest portion of each instyument is composed of items designed
to tap the children's health status and functioning in the cognitive, emo-
tional, social, and educational domains. These child items primarily ask
about current, age-appropriate behavior and generally attempt to obtain
descriptions of specific behaviors rather than broad, evaluative judgments
from the mother, Some child items, however, are histgrigal, egpeclally in
the area of health, A substantial portion of each interview schedule is
designed to measure parental behavior and attitude, family background charac-~
teristics, and aspects of the social and physical environment. In addition
there are items directly concerned with the DIPOV variables, so that the
mother 1s asked about the family's welfare status (Dependency), the compo-
sition of the household (Incomplete Families), the birth weight of the child
and his siblings (Prematurity), the children's dates of birth and the mother's
marital history (Out-of-Wedlock Births), and the occurrence of venereal disease
among family members under age 20 (Juvenile Venereal Disease).

The individuzsl items were selected, adapted, or devised after a search




AGE LEVELS

Adolescence(l4=18)

Pre-~Adalascence(11=13)

- Middle Ehildhaad(5s1ﬂ)
| ' ‘\\

© Early Childhood(3-5)

Infancy(0-2)

Figure 1,

A Measursment Model for Assessing the
State of the Child ‘
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of the literature, discussions with knowledgeable persons, and an gxamination
of many research instruments, ranging from those with a relatively narrow
focus, such as the measurement of temperamental characteristics of young
Ehildfeﬂé, to fairly broad instruments, such as those employed in the Health
Interview Surveys and Health Examination Surveys of the Public Health Service.
Initially, the five age-level schedules (age 1, ages 2-4, 5-10, 11-14,
15-18) were subjected to field testing by our staff in New York City. Poten-
tial respondents were approached by various means, For example, several
nursery schools and daycare centers permitted us to distribute letters to
parents requesting volunteers. About 50 interviews were conducted in this
phase of the pretesting and on the basis of the interviewing expériehce and
the responses, the schedules were revised. Through the assistance of the
Texas 0ffice of Early Childhood Develcpment7, the revised instruments were
ugsed to obtain about 50 additional interviews from several urban and rural
areas in Texas. After further revision, we contracted for the National
Opinion Research Center of the University of Chicago to conduct 60 interviews
in the New York Metropolitan area and to assist in the final revision of the
interview schedules. At the start of the pretesting phase we had five rather

detailed, complex schedules, each of which required an average of about two

6 For example: Carey, W. B. Measurement of infant temperament in pediatric
practice. In J. C. Westman (Ed.) Individual differences in children.
New York: Wiley, 1973,

Carey's items are based on the New York Longitudinal Study which is
described in such works as: Thomas, A,, et al. Behavioral individualit
in early childhood. New York: New York University Press, 1963., and
Thomas, A., et al. Temperament and behavior disorders in children.
New York: New York University Press, 1968, -

We would like to express our appreciation to the staff of the Texas
Office of Early Childhood Development and especially to its Director,
Jeannette Watson, and its Director of Planning, David Nesenholtz,

for their generous aid in planning and conducting these interviews,.
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hours to administer. At the end of this process we had three télatively
direct and simple age-level instruments (age 1, ages 2-4, ages 5-10),
each of which required from one hour to an hour and a half to adninister.

Selection of Counties for Sample Surveys

The DIPOV Indices for the 62 counties of New York State in 1970,
1971 and 1972 were examined with the purpose, originally, of selecting
for study from three to six countles covering the range of DIPOV values.
Considerations of time and cost, however, cause us ultimately to restrict
the selection to two counties, ome with a high DIPOV value and one with
a low value. Furthermore, special problems of methodology and cost ﬁade
necessary the arbitrary exclusion of the counties of New York City, even
though Bronx, Kings (Brooklyn), and New York (Manhattan) counties had the
most extreme DIPOV values. |

Albény county was designated on the DIPOV scale as one of the
"worst" counties and Saratoga county as one of the "best" counties, and
these were chosen for study by means of the sample surveys. The comparative
data for 1970 on the DIPOV Indices, DIPOV indicators, and related variables
for Saratoga and Albany counties are presented in Table 2, For further
contrast, the comparable data for New York county and New York State are

also included.

Survey Sampling in Albany and Saratoga Count

Each of the two selected counties was subjected to a form of
probability area sampling in order to obtain representative samples of
families with at least one child between the ages of one and ten years,
The entive sampling process, summarized below, can be viewed as a four-

gtage sequential procedure. The details of sampling are presented in

ERIC 23
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TABLE 2

DIPOV INDICES, DIPOV INDICATORS AND RELATED VARIABLES (1970)
FOR SARATOGA CDUNTY ALBANY COUNTY, NEW YORK COUNTY AND NEW YORK STATE®

Saratoga Albany New York New York
Index, Indicator or Variable = | County | County - | County | State
DIPOV Index™ ~1.03 1.19 b3 0,87
Children in AFDC (per 100) 1.5 5.9 32.0 14,0
Incomplete Families (per 100) 10.1 15.0 34.8 18,4
Premature Births (per 1000) ‘ 66.0 95.0 114.0 84,0
Out~of-Wedlock Births (per 100) 4.2 10.8 26,7 14,0
Juvenile VD (per 100,000) 4.0 283.0 461.0 135.0
Infant Mortality (per 1000) 17.0 20.1 22.2 19,2
Median‘Family Income 10, 500 11,038 8,983 10,617
Physicians (per 100,000) 46.0 128.0 356.0 123.0
Under 18 (per 100) 37.3 31.2 | 21.5 32.0
White Population (per 100) 98.9 94.1 70.8 86.8 -

Sama of these values differ from data presented in earller publications.
These data are the most current and accurate.

§

F L o , , ,
Each county DIPOV Index is a mean standard score based on the standard

scores of the five DIPOV indicators. The standard scores for each
indicator are based on the overall mean and standard deviation,which
for the values in this table were the mean and standard deviation of
all the over 3000 counties nationwide. In earlier publications con-~
cerning the counties of New York State, the DIPOV Indices were based
on the mean and standard deviation of all the counties of New York
State. The state DIPOV Index is the mean of the county DIPOV Indices,
weighted by the county populations.

High pogitive DIPOV Indices indicate an unfavorable status since this

reflects a greater proportion of Children in AFDC, etc. Conversely
high negative DIPOV Indices Indicate a favorable status.
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Appendix A.

First-Stage: A Sample of Primary Sampling Units

Primary Sampling Units were created from Enumeration Districts and
Block Groups, which are divisions defined by the Census Bureau, and which
when taken together comprise the entifé area and population of a larger
geographic area such as a county. Enumeration Districts are population
areas averaging about 250 housing units, and Block Groups are combinatioms
of contiguous blocks having a combined average population of about 1000.
Population data from the 1970 census for these Primary Sampling
Units were uggated for 1975 after conmsultation with local officials.
These ccrréggzans were estimates based on reports of new fesiéeﬁtial con-
struction in the towns, villages .and cities of each county. In Albany
this update almost entirely imvolved a shift of population since the county
population increase was estimated at only about 1% by the Census Bureau.
Saratoga, however, had a substantial population increase between 1970 and
1974, probably about 15%. After correction, the Primary Sampling Units
in each county were stratified by urban-rural atatus, proportion of white
population, and median income. A systematic sample of Primary Sampling Units
in each county was then drawn with probability proportional to size. ("Size"

in this instance refers to number of households.)

Second-Sta A Sample of Segments and Blocks

Each selected Primary Sampling Unit was subdivided for a aecond-stage
sample. Segmenta were constructed in Enumeration Districts by the use of
aerial phatagfaphs and survey maps, and block divisions wiﬁhin Block Groups
were obtained from census publications. Segments or blocks were then se-

lected with probability proportional to size (number of houaeholds).
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Third~Stage: A Sample of Households

Each selected segment or block was surveyed in the field and a
proportion of the households was selected systematically according to a
predetermined sampling ratio. Address lists were complled in this process.
Subsequently, interviewers were sent to the selected addresses. Those
households with at least one child between the agesg of one and ten years
were "qualified" for the study and, when possible,an interview was obtained,

Fourth-Stage: One Randomly Sampled Child

In each "qualified" household, the interviewer, by use of a set of
prepared tables, randomly selected one child of those in the age range one

through ten years,

In Albany county about 2250 households were approached but about
1750 of these did not contain a child in the study population. Completed
interviews were obtained from about 425 families, yielding a response faée
of appraximately 85%4. (See Appendix A for the exact numbers.)

In Saratoga county about 2000 households were screened, about 1360
vere not "qualified" and about 550 families were interviewed. This resulted
in a response rate of approximately 867%. (See AépEﬂdix A for the exact
numbers.)

The field work for this study required about six months, from January
to July of 1975. Interviewers were hired in Albany, were trained and then
conducted interviews in both counties. The economically and methodolegically
satisfying procedure of using the same intervewers in both counties was
made pessible by geography. Albany and Saratoga counties are contiguous,

At various times from 15 to 20 interviewers were employed in this task,
supervised by two people from our office, who were filrst stationed in the

city of Albany and later in Saratoga Springs,

24
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L11, PLAN OF DATA ANALYSIS

Overview

The logical structure of our entire sequence of studies can be charac-
terized as an attempt to develop a set of "quality-of-child-1ife" indicators
and then to evaluate the ability of these indicators to depict life quality
ecologically (i.e., in successively more proximal environments represented
by smaller and smaller geographical units), Our earlier work, which employed
"available" data exclusively, identified five indicators (the DIPOV indicators)
that reliably formed a highly intercorrelated cluster both over time and
within sets of successively smaller geographical units: states, counties,
city distriets, The present study, which by means of sample surveys and
household interviews in two counties has collected "new" data concerning
children and their families, seeks to cross-validate the available-data DIPOV
indicators and to evaluate the relationship between, on the one hand, DIPOV
indicators and other variables for various ecological units, and, on the other
hand, such child variables as physical health and cognitive, social and emo-
tional functioning. 1In line with the logical structure of our studies, our
evaluation takes the form of a distal-to-proximal ecological progression:
counties, Primary Sampling Units (PSUs), neighborhoods, and finélly families.
PSUs had been used in obtaining probability samples of the counties, as
discussed earlier, and the sampling frame enabled us to use census data for
PSUs to characterize ecological settings which would be smaller than counties,
but larger than neighborhoods. In rural areas PSUs are approximately the
size of small communities, while in urban areas they are approximately the
size of city districts., In Albany county 249 PSUs had been created and in
Saratoga county, 82 PSUs. The final sample was composed of 98 PSUs, 49 in

each county.
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A distal-to-proximnl progreasion of ecological settings may be repre-
sented mtatistically by a "hierarchical"” multiple regression mcdela, which
indicates the extent to which measures of the quality of child life can be
predicted from county membership, and then successively indicates the added pre-~
dictability afforded by PSU, neighborhood,and then family variables, This
analytic scheme allows the most distal unit (county) to account for as much
variability in each child measure as it can, then permits the next most
diatal uait (PSU) to account for as much of the remaining variability as it
can, and finally allows the more proximal units (neighborhood and family)
to account for as much of the remaining variability as they can, We recognize
that in much research analysis focusses primarily on the smallest aggregates
available, exploring relationships among variables characterizing the indivi-
dual child and his family, say. We are certainly interested in analysis at
the famjly level, but our research arose historically from an interest in
social indicatore. Since social indicators are normally available on an
aggregated basis and since planning is usually done in terms of aggregated
units, 1t 1s sensible for us to employ a distal-to-proximal analysis. To
the extent that the state of children can be pradicted from the data availabie
at the county and PSU levels, the need for expensive surveys of individual
families will be reduced.

The first step in the analysis was to determine whether proxies for
the DIPOV variables which wers derived from the survey data would provide
the same pictura of the two counties as was provided by the available-data
DIPOV variables. As was described earlier, Albany and Saratoga counties

were selactad bacause they are at opposite extremes on the scale of DIPOV

le reg; on_analysis
Hillldila. New Jlfllyl “Lawrence Erlbaum
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Indices derived from available data. Compared to Saratoga county on these
available data, Albany county has a higher rate of Dependency, Incomplete
Familles, Premature Births, Out-of-Wedlock Births and Juvenile Venereal
Disease, and, of course, a DIPOV Index at the unfavorable end of the ascale.
As a result of the sample surveys in these two counties, we have the afore=
mentioned proxies for the DIPOV variableai‘which.can be related to the
avalilable data. If the DIPOV Indices and the component DIPOV indicators
based on available data provide an accurate picture of the counties, and 1if
the county samples are representative, we would expect county membership

to predict relative status on the DIPOV proxies. If this 1s so, we can
conslder that the available-data indicators have been cross-validated. On
the other hand, a substantial difference between the available-data and the
survey-data indicators would be troubling and would complicate any further
analyses. A test of whether county membership predicts relative status

on the survey-data DIPOV variables is acgamplisheé in one phase of an analysis
employing a hierarchical multiple regression model, The details of this
model (Analytic Ha§21 1) are presented in the next gection.

I1f expectations are confirmed in the first step, the next step is to
determine the extent to which a large number of variables, describing such
things as the physical health and the cognitive, social and emotional func-
tioning of children, are predictable from succeasively more proximal sets
of ecological variables. This is accomplished by, again, employing a
hierarchical multiple regression model (Analytic Model 2). That is, first,
county membership, the most distal of our variables, is used to predict status
on the health and social/emotional functioning variables. Then, after the

variability due to county status is removed, the next most proximal sets of
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variables, representing PSU characteristics, are used to predict status

on the health and functioning variables. After the variability due to

the PSU sets is removed, a "nelghborhood" set is entered into the model,

and then,in turn, seven successively more proximal "family" sets of variables
are entered,.

The details of our basic analytic models are presented in Sections IV
and VI. Analytic Model 1 is for predictimg survey-data indicators from
availlable-data indicators, and Analytic Model 2 is for predicting a wide
variety of child health and behavior and parental variables from an extensive

group of county, PSU, neighborhood and family variables.
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IV. ANALYTIC MODEL 1: PREDICTING SURVEY DATA
FROM AVAILABLE DATA

This analysis employs a single hierarchical multiple regression
model for predicting each of ten criterion variables from six predictor
variables. The predictor variables are grouped in sets which geﬁerally
repiesent the research issues to be explored in the data, and the analysis
takes the form of testing whether each set accounts for significant cri-
terion variance after the preceding sets have been partialled out. Figure 2
displays this basic regression model in schematic farm. The six pre-
dictor variables are grouped into three sets, ordered from top to bottom
in Figure 2. The set of criterion variables, each of which is separately
predicted, contains seven variébles of primary interest to us: the five
DIPOV proxies and two indices based on these proxies. The other three
criterion variables are included principally for the purpose of comparison,

The rationale for this model i1s that we want, firgt;'tc'pgrtial out
the subject variables (Set I). We have little interest in these variables
as such, but since the county and PSU samples vary in Age and Sex of study
children (even though the census data we have do nct show population dif-
ferences), and since Age and Sex are related to somz of the eriterion
variables, it is advisable to partial out these effects. Next we want
to test the difference between counties (Set II). This constitutes a
determination of the cross-validity of the DIPOV indicators and the
DIPOV Index. The criterion variables are based on sample survey data,
so that if county membership predicts the DIPOV proxies significantly
and in the expected direction, we can consider the available data to be
cross-validated. The next set of predictor variables (Set IIL) allows
us to determine the extent to which certain variables for smaller, rela-

tively homogeneots geographica] areas (PSUs) will predict the criterion
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PREDICTORS
SETS VARIABLES
et — .
I. Subject Age of Subject
variables Sex of Subject
II. County [County | CRITERION
T :*T;' — VARIABLE
1 o iy
III. pPsU Urbanization
variables Percent White
Median Income

CRITERION VARIAEBLES

Dependency

Incomplete Families

Premature Birtha

Out-of-Wedlock Birt

Venereal Disease,
Juvenile

DIPOV Index
DIPO Index

Infant Mortality

Prenatal Neglect

Father and Substitu
Father Absent

Figure 2. Schematic representation of hierarchical multiple regression
model for predicting survey data from available data.
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variables. These PSU variables are the census-derived measures we employed
in the stratification process: Urbanization (urban~rural status), Percent
White, Median Income, If the DIPOV variables were available by P5U we
would have used them in this analysis, but since such variables are not
provided below the county level, we employed the best set avallable.

In the hierarchical regression model, the statistical strategy
consists of testing the incremental variance accounted for by each suc-
cessive set of variables, using the well-known test for signifiéanca of
an inafemgntal‘gg, When the incremental 3? is significant at the .05
level, we attempt to interpret the results. An examination of the re-
gression coefficlents for variables in the set will usually determine
which of the variables in the set are responsible for the observed effect,
and enable us to interpret the direction and approximate size of effects.

First, we will discuss each of the predictor sets, and then

we will describe the criterion variables that-appear in this analysis,

Predictor Variables

Set I: Subject Variables

Some of our criterion measures vary with the Age and Sex of the
sample child, as mentioned earlier, so we have included these two subject
variables first in the model. All later effects may be Interpreted as
~ffects which are independent of the Age and Sex of the chiiﬁ. Strictly
speaking, they are effects which are independent of the linear effect of
Age, but we judged that nonlinear effects of Age were not likely to be

important for our data.

Set I1: County

To test whether the counties (coded: 1 = Albany, 2 = Saratoga) differ

(2R3}



on the criterion variables, the county varlable was included next In the
model., The county effects are Interpreted exactly as they would he in an
analysis of covariance, with Age and Sex as covariates. As a matter of
information, we tested whether there were significant Age x County and

Sex x County interactions by creating the appropriave cfossproducﬁs and
including them as a set following Set II. The crossproduct set was not
slgnificant for any of the ten criteria, ané we dropped the crossproduct
terms from the model., We conclude that there is no evidence that relation-
ships between the criterion variables and either Age or Sex can be said to

be different in :the two counties,

Set ITI: PSU Variables
The final set in this analysis includes the three variables employed

in stratifying the PSUs prior to sampling in Albany and Saratoga counties.

For each of the 98 PSUs yielding completed intgrvieWSg, we have census data

The test of this set, then, determines whether any of the criterion vari-
ables are predictahble from the three PSU variables for the 98 units of
analysis,

Criterion Variables

Each of the criterion variables was derived from information supplied
by the respondents in the household interview. First, there are the five

DIPOV proxies. Dependency is based on a question asking if any of the

-
Two of the 100 sampled P5Us vielded no interviews. One of these no

longer contained any residential structures. The other contained only
one "qualified" household in the sample and the mother refused an
interview.
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1974 family income was from Welfare; Incomplete Families on whether the
household enumeration included both "pafents“lgg Premature Births on
whether the sample child or any siblings weighed less than 2501 grams
at birth; Out-of-Wedlock Births on a determination of out-of-wedlock
status for any of the children based on the correspondence between their
birth dates and the dates contained in the mother's marital history;
and Juvenile Venereal Disease on a question asking if anyone in the house-
hold under age 20 ever had a venereal disease,

The next two criteria are proxies for the DIPOV Index. For each family
a DIPOV Index was created by counting '1" for the occurrence of welfare
income, incomplete family status, premature and out-of-wedlock status for
any of the children, and venereal disease for any juvenile, and counting
"2" for the absence of each of these.  The resulting variable ranges from
5 to 10, with high scores indicating absence of the five conditions.

The DIPO Index differs from the DIPOV Index only in the omission of
the Juvenile Venereal Disease variable. This was done because there were
few reported ‘ingtances of juvenile venereal disease (9 cases in the entire
sample of 976). We anticipated this result since the target population con-
sisted of families with a child between one and ten years of age. To a great
extent this excluded families with teen-age children, who are at the greatest
risk for juvenile venereal disease., In addition, since many cases of juvenile
venereal disease are treated Withbuﬁ parental knowledge, the respondents
may not have had the information to answer the item eafreétly. Also, the
question is quite sensitive and some respondents may have chosen not to
respond accuratély. In any event, we decided to form an index based on
only four components -- hence, "DIPO" rather than "DIPOV."

10mpe "parents" did not have to be the natural parents. If the mother 7
or primary female caretaker had a husband in the household, both "parents"
were considered to be present.

Ui
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Finally, there are three additional variables included mainly for
comparison with the DIPOV variables. Infant Mortality is based on the
death before the age of one year of any live~born child of the sample
child's mother (coded: 1 = occurrence, 2 = non-occurrence); Prenatal
Neglect 13 based on medical care received by the mother during pregnaﬁcyl
(coded: 1 = no medical care in first two trimesters or no medical care
at all, 2 = initial medical care in second trimester and care less than every
two months thereafter, 3 = all others); and Father and Substitute Father
Absent 1is based on whether the father (or the respondent's husband) was
a member of the household and, if not, whether the respondent reported
that someone acted very much like a father to the sample child (coded:

1 = no father or substitute father, 2 = either father or substitute father),
Of course, the Father and Substitute Father Absent variable overlaps

considerably with the Incomplete Families variable.

o
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V. RESULTS: PREDICTING SURVEY DATA
FROM AVAILABLE DATA

A summary of the results of this regression analysls appears in
Table 3, For each of the ten criterion variables, the proportion of
variance accounted for (5?) or the incremental proportion of variance
accounted for (553) by each predictor set is presented. In addition, if
the predictor set as a whole 1s significant, the beta values (standardized:
regression coefficients) and their sigﬂsrafe noted. If the significant
predictor set contains more than one variable, betas are presented for each
variable in the set,

To illustrate what this analysis reveals, let us first consider two
of the criterion variables: Dependency and Prenatal Neglect.

Dependenc

Dependercy is not predictable from the first predictor set, Subject
Variables. This indicates that there 1s no relationship between, on the
one hand, the Ageéand Sex of the sample child and, on the other hand, the
Dependency status of the family.

The second predictor set, which is composed of a single variable,

county membership, does predict Dependency (;g? = .013, p«.001). The

- beta value of this predictor 1s positive, and since the céding of Dependency

was 1 = welfare income, 2 = no welfare income, and the coding of county
membership was 1 = Albany, 2 = Saratoga, the positive beta indicates that
Saratoga has fewer dependent families than Albany. The magnitude of beta
(.117) is not large but we would not expect it to be since there is con-
sidaraﬁle overlap between the counties -- e.g., most of the families in
both counties had no welfare income, The available data on Dependency

indicated that in 1970 the percentage of children in AFDC in Albany County
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CRITERION VARIAME

TABLE 3

SUMMARY OF THE RESULTS OF REGRESSION ANALYSIS
PREDICTING SURVEY DATA FROM AVAILABLE DATA
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was 5.9%, and in Saratoga county, 1.5%. (The percentages are essentially
the same in 1971 and 1972,) The survey data, which provided a Dependency
proxy (percentage of families with welfare income in 1974), show 10.7%
in Albany county and 4.6% in Saratoga county. For the purpose
of cross-validating the available data, it is necessary that the regression
coefficient be significant and have the appropriate sign, but the magnitude
of beta need not be large. Both of the necessary conditions are met in
this case.

The third predictor set also predicts Dependency (AE? = ,202,
p €.001). Of the three variables in the PSU set, Percent White is the
strongest predictor (beta = .387). The positive sign indicates that as

the census—-derived variable, Percent White, increases among the PSUs,

Dependency decreases, (This is so because, recall, the coding was 1
welfare income, 2 = no welfare income). Median Income, the next strong-
est predictor in this set, also has a positive sign. This indicates, as
we would of course expect, that as Median Income in the PSUs increases,
Dependency decreases, The last variable in this set, Urbanization, also
predicts Dependency. The gign in this case is negative, and since thg
coding was 1 = Rural, 2 = Urban, a negative sign is interpreted to in;
dicate that the urban PSUs show more Dependency than the rural PSUs.

Note that the Ag} associated with the PSU set is éubstantislly
larger than the 452 assoclated with county membership. Thisg 1llustrates
a finding which will be repeatedly met.in the data~- namely, that far
more of the criterion varlance 1is accounted for by PSU membérsﬁip (indexed
here by the three demographic variables) than by county membership. 1In
a sense, this pattern arises because PSUs are more homogeneous than counties,

just as counties are more homogeneous than states and larger aggregates,
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When we correlate the dichotomous variable "County" with a criterion, the
correlation is solely a function of the mean difference between counties
on the criterion -- as the calculator formula for a point-biserial cor-
relation rev;als- That mean difference, in turn, may be considered a
function of differences in urbanization, ethnicity, income, and a host of
‘other variables which discriminate the counties and also have a relation-
ship with the criterion. To the extent that urbanization, ethnicity and
income predict our criteria, we can expect measures of these variables at
the family level to account for more variance than measures at the PSU
level, and measures at the PSU level to account for more variance than
the single variable "County."

The "Final R," in the last column of Table 3, is the multiple
correlation obtained using all three predictor sets, For Dependency,
R = ,469 (p (.001), and 5? = ,220 1is the proportion éf variance accounted
for by these predictors at the County and PSU level. (Considerably more
variance may be accounted for using measures at the family level, of
course. By carrying the analysis further and including selected family
variables in the model for predicting Dependency, 5? may be raised to
.494.) '

Prenatal Neglect

Prenatal Neglect is predictable from the first predictor set
(E? = !DlQ} P ¢.05), but only one of the subject variables, Sex, is
a significant predictor. The beta value of this predictor is negative,
and since the coding of Prenatal Neglect was 1 = extreme neglect, 2 =
moderate neglect, 3 = no ﬂeglec;, and the coding of Sex was 1 = female,
2 = male, the'negative beta indicates that male sample children tended

to be neglected prenatally, No reasonable interpretation of th#s effect
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suggests itself. If taken seriously, it might imply.that gex-typing begins
earlier than anyone has supposed. 0f course, it is probably a sampling artifact,
and our primary reason for including the subject variables Age and Sex
in the model is for purposes of partialling them out rather than for in-
terpreting them.

Neither the County nor PSU set is significantly related to Prenatal
Neglect, and the muitiple correlation after all three sets are entered
(R = .115) is not significant. Prenatal Neglect is difficult to predict,
even with measures at the family level. Selected family measures raise
R to only .249. This overall R is significant (p { .001), but indicates
that only .062 of the variance is accounted for. The absence of a re=
lationship between Prenatal Neglee? and Cguqty is not surprising, since
the available data for these two counties in 1970 show Prenatal Neglect
rates per 100 of 2.4 for Albany county gnd 3.2 for Saratoga county with
a standard deviation for the 62 New York State counties of 5.7. When
the county rates are so close, we would not expect prediction to be pos-
sible. On the other hand, even in this gort of instance, it is possible
that the PSU set would be able to predict. It does not in this case.

DIPOV Variables

lCcnsidering the seven DIPOV variables together, Table 3 indicates
that both indices and three of the five DIPOV components are predictable
from county membership. Furthermore, since all the signs are pogitive
indicating that Saratoga is "better," we can consider that for these
variables the available data have been cross-validated.

The two criterion variables that are not predictable from county
membership are Premature Births and Juvenile Venereal Disease. As de=~

scribed before, Juvenile Venereal Disease was probably not adequately
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measured in the survey, most likely because our sample tended to exclude
families with teen-age children. Premature Births presents a different
problem, The 1970 rates of Premature Births are quite different for

the two counties: 95.0 per 1000 in Albany county and 66,0 per 1000

in Saratoga county, with a standard deviation of 13.6 for the counties

of New York State, However, the sample children in our study were be=
tween one and ten years of age in 1975. Therefore, they were born between
approximately 1964 and 1974, The only earlier Prematurity rate we Eave
for the two counties is the 1960 rate and that is not very different at
all: iz_o per 1000 for Albany county and 70,0 per 1000 for Saratoga
county, with a standard deviation of 11,1, It is poasible, then, that

the Prematurity rates for children born, say, in the middle and late 1960's
were not particularly different for the two counties, and since about 607
of our sample is composed of children born in the 1960's, perhaps this
accounts for the lack of a difference in Prematurity rates in the survey
data.. Support for this interpretation appears in the comparative Pre=
maturity rates in families with sample children between ages cﬁe and four
(15,0% in Albany county, 10.0% in Saratoga county) and ages five and ten
(19.5% in Albany, 21.1% in Saratoga).

Employing the PSU set, all seven of the DIPOV variables are predict-
able. However, not all of the variables in the PSU set are significant
predictors, and in the case of Premature Births although thg.ggé is signi-
ficant, none of the individual betas are significant, Peréént White pre-
dicts six of the seven DIPOV variables, all in the same direction -- the
greater the Percent White in the PSU, fhe fewer the problems. Median Income
predicts five of the seven variables, all in the same direction =~ the higher

the Median Income in the PSU, the fewer the problems, Urbanization predicts
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four of the variables, three in the direction of urban status associated
with more pfablémsi The exception is Juvenile Venereal Disease which
shows rural status assoclated with more problems.

Again it might be noted that in general the magnitude of the betas
is greater for the PSU predictors than for County, demonstrating the
comparative strength of PSU and County predictors.

Other Variables

In general, prediction of Infant Mortality, Prenatal Neglect,
and Father and Substitute Father Absent is less successful than prediction
of the DIPOY variables. Only one, Father and Substitute Father Absent,
is predictable from county membership. This variable is closely related
to the Incomplete Families variable, considered above, When the "Father"
was not listed as a member of the household, the family was considered an
Incomplete Family but the respondent was also asked i1f someone (in or out of
the household) acted like a father to the sample child, If the answer was
"no," the family was considered to have-Fatber and Substitute Father Absent.
Thus, for this vafiabla, the contrast is between families with and without
a "Father" or "Substitute Father." Though predictable in the same way as
Father or Substitute Father Absent. Prenatal Neglect was discussed earlier,
and Infant Mortality is similar to that variable in that the caﬁﬁty difference
in the available dgéé for 1970 is relatively small -- 20.1 per 1000 in
Albany county and.l7;D per 1000 in Saratoga county, with a standard de-
viation of 4.0. h

The PSU set p;edicts Father and Substitute Father Absent as well
as Infant Mortality. However, the former variabie is predictable only

from Percent White, and the latter only from Urbanization with urban
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status associated with less infant mortality,
The multiple correlation after all three predictor sets are entered

is significant for only one of these variables, whereas all seven of the

DIPOV variables are predictable.
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VI, ANALYTIC MODEL 2: PREDICTING CHILD HEALTH AND BEHAYIOR
AND SELECTED PARENT VARIABLES

Our second set of analyses also uses a single hierarchical multiple
regression model for predicting, in this case, each of 101 criterion variables
from 28 ecological and family predictor variables. 1In the first set of ’
analyses, we attempted to show how well the proxies for the DIPOV Index and
DIPOV components could be predicted from county and certain PSU variables. In
this second set of analyses, we will show how DIPOV and other variables predict
a wider set of normative variables bearing on the quality of child life. As
before, the predictor variables are grouped in sets which represent the research
issues to be explored in the data, and the analysis takes the form of testing
whether each successive set écgaunts for significant criterion variance, after
variables in the preceding sets have been partialled out,

Figure 3 displays Analytic Model 2 in schematic form. The 28 pre-
dictor variables are grouped into 13 sets, ordered from top to bottom in
Figure 3. Thus, Set I contains the "Subject Variables," Age and Sex, and
Set XIII contains the "Family Diseipline“ variables, Consistency of Punish-
ment and Respondent Strictness. i

“As we did in Analytic Model 1 we want, first, to partial out the
subject variables (Set I). Again, we have little interest in the gubject
variables as such, but many of our criterion measures vary naturally with
Age and Sex. (Older children can perform more cognitive tasks than younger
children; older children are more likely than younger children to have had any
given illness during their lives; boys are generally more active than girls;
and so on.) He#t we want to test the differences between counties (Set II),
since our original reason for selecting the two counties was that they were
at opposite extremes on the DIPOV Index, and we want to test the prediction
that children in the "better" county are healthier, happier, brighter, and

80 on. Predictor Sets I and II are identical in Analytic Models 1 and 2,
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PREDICTORS
SETS VARTIABLES
I. Subject variables Age of Subject
Sex of Subject )
II. County County _ _
III. PSU DIPO Index [Psu DIPO Index o
' ——— CRITERION
IV. Other PSU DIPO PSU D I
components PSU I VARIABLE"
PSU P Yyt
PSUO v
e ,—,——,,, ‘{ = -
V. Other PSU variables Urbanization
Percent White
Median Income
VI. Neighborhood variables ‘Safety of Neighborhood
House Condition -
VII. Family DIPO Index Family DIPO index N
R, A
VIII. Family structure Respondent Age
Total Children Under 18
Total Adults in Home
IX. Work status Father's Work Status |
' Respandsnt's Wark Status )
Y, A
X. Family socioceconomic Family Income
atatus Hollingshead SES Index
Respondent Education
XI., Ethnicity |Ethnicity 7
XII. Family atmosphere Times Moved
Happiness During Pregn;ngy
Respondent Health -
Adult Deldnguency
XIII. Family discipline Consistency of Punishment |
Respondent Strictness B .

-36-

Schematic representation of hierarchical multiple regression
model for predicting child health and behavior and selected
parent variables.

Figure 3.
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After examining the between—county differences, we want to know the
extent to which smaller, homogeneous geographical areas will vary among them=
selves, and the extent to which differences between areas are predictable
from a proxy for the DIPOV Index which was developed from the interview mater-
ial (Set III). The single predictor in Set III is the DIPO Index proxy mea=
sured at the PSU levei; The model also includes three additianai sets (IV,

V and VI) which contain measures of other characteristics of PSUs and neighbor-
hoods. Finally, we want to know how well the criterion variables can be
XIII). Thus, once again, the logic of our research dictates a regression model
in which we ask how much criterion variance is accounted for by smaller and
smgi;er aggregates, moving from county to PSU to neighborhood and, f;;allj,

to family. |

"In the remainder of this section, we will briefly discuss each of the
predictor sets. The individual predictors are described in connection with the
sets of predictors, and a detailed table of the individual predictors is con-
tained in Appendix B. The 101 criterion variables are also presented in a
detailed table in Appendix B.

Set I: ‘Subject Varisbles

Many of our measures vary normally with the Age and Sex of the child,
as mentioned earlier, so we have included these two subject variables first
in the model.

Set II: Count

To test whether the counties differ on the criterion variables, the
county variable was included next in the model. As we indicated for Analytic
Model 1, the county effects are interpreted exactly as they would be in an

analysis of covariance, with Age and Sex as covariates., As a matter of
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information, we tested whether there were significant Age x County and Sex x
County interactions by creating the appropriate crossproducts and including
them as a set following Set II, The number of such effects was at the chance
level (about 5 out of 100 such effects were significant), and we dropped the
crogsproduct terms from the model, Weleanclﬂde that there is no evidence
that relationships between the criterion variables and either Age or Sex can
be said to be different in the two counties.

Set III: PSU DIPO Index

The method of creating a Family DIPO Index was described earlier,
To recapitulate briefly, a Family DIPO Index was created by counting "1"
for the occurrence of welfare income, incomplete family status, and pre-
mature and out-of-wedlock status for any of the children, and counting "2"
for the absence of each of these. The resulting variable ranges from 4 to 8,
with high scores indicating absence of the four conditions. The mean Family
DIPO Index score for families in a particular PSU, then, was used as the
PSU DIPO Index variable, and assigned to each family in the PSU. We would
stress that this variable is not the same as the DIPOV Index variable referred
to in earlier research, and used to select the two counties chosen for in-
tenasive study. The original DIPOV Index variable was based entirely on official
or semi-official records available on a continuing basis. The PSU DIPO Index
variable used in this study is, nevertheless, a reasonable proxy for the
original DIPOV variable, and it is of interest to ask whether the PSU DIPO
Index accounts for any variance after County (and Age and Sex) is partialled out,

Set IV: Other PSU DIPO Components

components accounts for significant variance after the PSU DIPO Index is par-

tialled out. That is, scores to repreasent PSU D, I, P.and O status were
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created, in addition to the PSU DIPO Index variable in Set III. Since the
latter is equal to the sum of the four components, it is sufficient to include

any threel 1

of the components in Set IV, and test for significance the incre-
mental variance accounted for by the set.

‘Set V: Other PSU Variables

This set includes the variables Urbanization, Percent White, and
Median Income, available by PSU and used in the stratification for sampling
discussed in an earlier section. Notice that Sets II-V contain 9 variables
measured at the level of county or PSU. We could have formed 97 linearly
independent dummy variables in any manner, representing the 98 PSUs, in
order to show how much sample variance is accounted for by PSU (i.e., as in
an analysis of variance, J-1 dummy variables can be used to show how much
variance is accounted for by g;freatmentslz}. However, we consider that the
9 variables in Sets II-V tap the major dimensions along which the PSUs vary,
so it will be of interest to note the incremental g? accounted for by variables
in these sets. (Tg;t'iﬁéremental Rz indicates how much of our sample véri;bility
is betwean—?éu variability, and the remainder is within-PSU variability and
error of measurement.)

Set VI: Neighborhood Variables

This set contains two variables measured at the family level--Safety
of Neighborhood and House Condition--which may be considered to §E'vafi§bles
characterizing neighborhoods. (We assume here that a respondent's judgment
abgut the safety of her neighborhood will resemble that of her neighbors,

and thgt thé cgnditian gf the respandant‘ dwelling will also resemble that of

11

This is why we spoke earlier of 28 predictor variables, even though 29 variables
are listed in Figure 3,

12 o o ,
Cohen, J, and Cohen, P, op c¢it., p. 186.
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her neighbors.)

Set VII: Family DIPO Index

Recall that a proxy measure of Family DIPO status is available for
each respondent (as discussed in connection with the PSU DIPO Index measure
of Set III). The incremental variance accounted for by the Family DIPO
Index indicates whether the Family DIPO Index remains a useful predictor after
partialling out the various PSU and neighborhood measures.

Set VIII: Family Structure

i

This set contains three variables (Respondent Age, Total Children
under 18, and Total Adults in Home) which might be eﬂnsiéeréd contaminants
of the later family measures, Tor example, Famlly Socioceconomic Status
would be expected to be higher with increasing Respondent Age and Total
Adults in Home. Accordingly, this set of family variablés is included next.

Set IX: Work Status

This set includes measures of Father's Work Status (coded: 2 = full-
time, 1 = other) and Respondent's Work Status (coded 2 = not working, 1 =
other), Note that we have (approximately) adjusted the Father's Work
Status variable for father absence, by including the Total Adults in Home
varlable in the previous set, so that the results obtained for Father's Work
Status are interpretable as the effect of the father working full-time in homes
where the father is present,

Set X: Family Socloeconomic Status

This set includes three gvéflapping measures of SES: Family Income,

3

Hollingshead SES Indexl » and Respondent Education, The Hollingshead SES

Index is a weighted sum of the father's occupational and educational status

(as discussed further in Appendix B), so Father's Education is indirectly

included in this set,

'3u0111ngshead, A. B., and Redlich, F. C. Social class and mental 'illness,
New York: Wiley, 1958, N '
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Set XI: FPEthnicity

This set includes the single variable Ethnicity (coded: 2 = White,
1 = other). The Ethnicity variable is correlated with the SES variables in
Set X, and our intent here was to attempt to isnlaté effectd of ethnicity
from the independent effects due to socloeconomic status, single-parent
status, and so on.

‘Set XII: TFamily Atmogphere

This set includes four rather heterogeneous variables: Times Moved,
Happiness During Pregnancy (intended as a proxy measure of parental satis-
faction with parenthood), Respondent Health (a self rating), Adult Delin<
quency (a measure of drug use, excesslve dfinkigg, and trouble with the
police for adults in the home),

ine

'Set XITl: Family Discip

The final set includes two respondent self-ratings, Consistency of
Punishment and Respondent Strictness, which were considered particularly

relevant to prediction of the personality variables.
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VII, RESULTS: PREDICTING CHILD HEALTH AND BEHAVIOR
AND SELECTED PARENT VARIABLES

The results of the first ragresaiﬁn analysis (by Analyti; Model 1),
preaented in Section V provide a cross-validation of the DIPOV indicators at
the county level, That is, the contrast between the two study counties that
appears in the available-data DIPOV variables is substantially duplicated in
the survey-data DIPOV proxies. Therefore, these two sets of data can be con-
sidered mutually reinforcing--our confidence in the available data is strengthgns‘?
ed and our assumption concerning the representativeness of the survey sample is
supported. Now the question becomes--Can the DIPOV proxies at county, PSU and
family levels, or certain other rneighbafhaad" and family variables predict
the health and the sceigl—ematiﬂﬁal and cognitive functioning of children, as
well as parental behaviors associated with these child organismic-behavioral
domains? The answer to thiléd-question is the focus of the second regression
analysis (by Analytic Model 2). |

Regression Analysis

Predictor and Criterion Variables

As described in considerable detail in Section VI, Analytic Model 2 em-
ploys 28 predictor variables grouped in 13 sets, Table 1B in Appendix B lists
aﬁd describes these predictor variables, In this analysis sll 13 sets are used
to predict each of the 101 eriterion variables, so that there are actually 101
separate regression analyses, Table 2B in Appendix B contains a brief descrip-
tion of the way in which each criterion variable was obtained, and the schedules
to which each variable applies. Owing to differences in coverage provided by the
three schedules, some of the criterion variables are availahle for only one of
the three schedules;‘same for only two of the th:ee; and some for all three,

The three age-3éwel schedules are symbolized by A (1 year), B (2-4 years), and

C (5-10) years.
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Thﬁ criterion variables were conceptualized as falling into several

broad domains and subdomains, as follows:

I. Health Number of Variables
A, Prenatal, Perinatal 2
B, History 12
C. Pfesant Condition 12
D, Parental Care 5

11, Social-Emotional

A, Temperament Scales 13
B. Temperament Types 5
i C. Igdices and Traits 29
N D. Parental Discipline 8
I1T. Cognitive
A, Child Ability 9
B, Parental-Institutional
Support ; 6
101

The list of criterion variables in Table 2B and the results of the regression
analyses are préséntad in terms of this basic framework. Most of the criterion
variables are straightforward indices or direct answers from the interview
material, and need little elaboration here.

In the regression analyses, cases missing a acore on the criterion
relatively few cases of missing data on the predictor variables, and we used

"pairwise deletion" to handle missing data on the predictors.
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A complete presentation of the results of the 101 regression analyses
would be excessive and forbidding., Instead, summary tables have been prepared
to extract the essence of these apalysea, Table 4 indicates what percentage
of the 10l criterion variahles was found to be significantly predicted by
each of the 13 predictor Mets., For example, Set III (PSU DIPO Index)
successfully predicts 28% of the criterion variables at better than the .01
level and 44% at better than the ,05 level, In general, it can be seen that
all of the sets successfully predict at least a fair percentage of the cri-
terion variables and some sets predict a very aubstantial percentage, in spite
of the fact that variance is partialled out set by set. Set ItI; for example,
predicts 29% of the criterion variables (p € .05) even though the variance
associated with the 11 preceding sets was removed before Set XII was entered.

A more complete picture of successful prediction appears in Table 5,
All of the criterion varlables, within their categories, are listed in this
table, and the Xs in the body of the table Indicate which criteria are success-
fully predicted QE € .05) by each of the predictor seta.

The most complete presentation of these results aépeafs in Tables 1C-
13C in Appendix C. Each of these tables deals with one of the predictor sets
(e.g., Table 1C with Set I, Subject variables; Table 2C with Set 1I, Gaﬁnty,
etc,), For each predictor set, only the criterion variables found to be
significant for that set appear in the table, so that Table 1C contains the
58 criterion variables predictable from subject variables (age and sex)., These
tébles ineclude the following information:

(1) The number and name of the criterion variable

... (2) The number of famflies included in the gnalysis (N)
(3) The specific age-level schedules included in the analysis.

(4) 552 (R2 4n Table 1C) which is the incremental proportion of
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TABLE 4
- PERCENT OF THE 101 CRITERION VARIABLES SIGNIFICANTLY
PREDICTED BY EACH OF THE 13 PREDICTOR SETS
SIGNIFICANCE LEVEL
_PREDICTOR SET _ LEj-Dﬁf ___p€.01
I Subiject 57 48
II  County 17 8
IIT PSU DIPO Index 44 28
IV PSy D,I,P,0 10 5
v Other PSU Variables 21 10
V1 Neighborhood 31 20
Variables
VII Family DIPO Index 14 6
VIII Family Structure 29 12
IX Work Status 11 4
X Family SES 27 22
XI  Ethnicity 13 4
XI1 Family Atmosphere 29 | 15
XIII Family Discipline 26 10
*These percentages are cumulative, i.e.,they include all the variables
significant at better than the .01 level.




SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT R

TABLE 5

.
Lorar’ ron

THE 13 PREDICTOR 3ETS AND ALL CRITERION VARTABLES

PREDICTOR SET

CATEGORY AYD CRITERION VARIABLE | I 11 III IV V VI VI VUL IX X XI XIT §III
HEALTH
PRENATAL, PERINATAL 1
1, Major Pregnancy Problems x| x I
2, Birth Problems s X III
HISTORY v
3. Disease Index X X X V
"4, Severe Measles or by X X X VI
Numps
VII
5. Illness Index
VIII
6. Major Health Problems X
IX
T. Major Disorder with
Extreme Behavioral X | X X X
Inplications
XI
§. Eye Problems X X x [XII
e 9. Ear Problens X |
o |
10, Operations X |
11, Accidents X X X
11, Hospitalization X {x .

PRIDICTOR 8815
Subject

County

PSU DIPO

psU D,I,P,0
Other PSU
Neighborhood
Fanily DIPO
Fanily Structure
Work Status
Fanily SES
Ethnicity

Fanily '
Atmosphere

Fami ly
Discipline
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‘;_TAB,L,E 5 (cont'd)
SUMNARY OF STGNIFICANT R 0B 422 FeR
THE 13 PREDICIOR SETS AND ALL CRUTERTON VARIABLES

PREDICIOR SET
CATEGORY AND CRITERION VARIABLE | 1 I1 IIL IV ¥ VI VII VX[ IX %_ X XII XHI
HEALTH (cont'd) PREDICTOR SETS
HISTORY (cont'd) I Subject
13, Hospitalization for II  County
Hajor Problem X X
TI1 P8V DIRO
14, Dental Problems X X X
v P D,1,,0
PRESENT CONDITION
V  Other PSU
15, Weight X ¥ X
VI  Nelghborhood
16, Height X X X
VII Panily DIPO
17, Breakfast X X |
VIII Family Structure
18, Regular Use of
Medicine IX  Work Status
19, Physical Health Rating X  Famly SES
of Child - X ] 1| X X
| XI Bthnicity
20, Sleep Problems (2-4) x| x { |
XII Fanily
21, Sleep Problems (5-10) X - Atnosphere
22, Eating Problems (2-4) XIIT Family
. | DMscipline
23, Eating Problems (5-10) X
24, Digestive Problems X
25, Headaches
‘ |
26, Possible Motor X X X &
Problens r
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TABLE 5 (cont'd)

- 2
SUMARY OF STCNTFICANT R® OR AR~ FOR
THE 13 PREDICTOR SETS AMD ALL CRTTERION VARLABLES

PREDICTOR SET

CATEGORY AND CRITERION VARIABLE | 1 I1 III IV V .91 VII VIII IX X XI XIT XIII
HEALTH (cont'd)
PARENTAL CARE
27, Inmunization X X
28, Regular Medlcal
Caretaking X X x| x| x| %] x%|X X
29, Lay Advice x| x x| x| X x| X%
30, Professional Advice X X
31, TInstitutional
Service x| x|{x| x|x| x x| %
S0CTAL-EMOTIONAL
TEMPERAMENT SCALES
32, Activity (1-4) X X X X
33, Activity (5-10) X X
34, Infensity (1-4) X X
35, Intensity (5=10) X
36, Regularity (1-4) X x| x
37, Mood (1-4) X
38, Mood (5-10) X ¥ X
39, Adaptability (1-4) x| X
40, Approach (1-4)
B Mpproach (-10) | , Ji

REDICIOR $E15

I Subject
I County
ITT RSU DIPO

v psu,D,IR0
V  Other PSU

I Neighborhood

JII Fanily DIRO

VIII Family Structure

IX  Work Status
¥  Family SES
¥ Ethnfedty

XIT PFamily
Atmogphere

Y11 Fanily
Digeipline

e



TABIE 5 (cont'd)
* SUARY OF SIGNIFICANT R 0R gR” 10R
THE 13 PREDILCIOR SETS AND ALL CRITERION VARLABLES
PREDICIOR SE1
CATEGORY A CRITERION VRLLE | [ (1 I Qv VUL WL v It L LKL

PREDICIOR SETS

SOCLAL-EMOTIONAL (cont'd)
TEMPERAMENT SCALES (cont'd) I Subject
42, Distractibility (1-4) X X | x| *|II County
4}, Peraistence (1-4) X 111 PSU DIPO
4, Persistence (3-10) X X X x|y psu D,IR,0
TEMPERAMENT TYPES V  Other PSU
45, Difficult Children X x |Vl Nedghborhood

(14)
VII Fanily DIPO

4, Difficult Children X
(5-10) Y171 Family Structure
47, Sloy-to-warn=up x| 1% Work Status

Children (1-4) .
X Faolly SE

48, Slow-to=varm-up o
Children (5-10) y1 Ethnielty
49, Distractible-Non- XIT Pamily
Persistent Children(1=4)| = | Atmogphere
INDICES AND TRALTS F(iII Fandly
50, "Introverted" X X % Diseipline

51, "Asocial”
52, "Unresponsive"

53, "Internalized" b

— A—

5, "Self-Destructive/
Non-compliant" ¥ x| x| x| ¥

55, "Destructive" | X | | x{ % .
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THE 13 PREDICIOR SETS AND AL. C

CATEGORY AND CRITERION VARIABLE

TABLE 5 (-ont'q)

SUMURY OF SIGVIFLC  R” op g8’ b

ULy vy

PREDICTOR SET

RITERION VARIABLES

JULIX X X XU |

SOCTAL~EMOTTONAL (cont'd)

INDICES AND TRAITS (cont'd)

36,
57,
38,
39,
60.

61,

62,

63,
b4,
65,
66,
67.
68,
69.
70,
7.

1.

"Antigocia]"
"Selfigh"

" eg"

"Moady"
"Argunentative-Hoody"
"Attention geeking"
"Dependent"

Anger

Fearfulness
Neighborhood complaints
"Delinquency”

Runs Avay (2-4)

Rung Avay (5-10)
Toilet Problems
Annoys Mother

Annoys Father

Quality of Sibling
Interaction

I
I1
111

v

VI
VII
VIII

IX

A1

X111

PREDICTOR SE1S

Subject
County

PSU DIPO

P§U D,I,P,0
Other PSU
Nsighborhccd
Family DIPQ
Family Strusture
Work Status
Family SES
Ethndeity

Family -
Atmogphere

Family
Discipline

i
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TABLE 5 (cont'd)
SUMARY OF STGNFICANT R® ORAR® FOR
THE 13 PREDICIOR SETS AND ALL CRITERTON VARIABLES
o PREDICIOR SET
CATECORY AND CRITERION VARLABLE |1 1T IIL I ¥ VL VII VI JX X X1 XII XI

SOCTAL-EMOTIONAL (cont'd) PREDICTOR SE1S

INDICES AND TRAITS (cont'd) [ Subject

73, Quality of Interaction [I  County
with Other Children

(2-4) [II  PSU DIPO

% |

T4, Quality of Interaction Iv psU D,I,p,0
with Other Children XX

- (-10) v Other P50
75, Isolation from Other VI Nelghborhood
Children X X X
VII  Fanily DIPO
16, Isolation from Other o
Adults X | % X | x |x X yr11 Family Structur

77, Preschool Problems X IX  Work Statls
78. School Problems X X X Fanily %¥S
PARENTAL DISCIPLINE yp  Ethnicity

19, Positive Discipline X X {1 Family
Atnosphére
80, "Strong" Negative
Discipline x |¥| x|x £ X % x [III Family
Discipline
81, "Weak" Negative
Discipline X | X X X X

82, Warmth of Discipline (1) X X X

83, Warmth of Discipline (2) | x X X X X

84, Respondent Strictness |x XX X X X k| %

o 85, Respondent Watchfulness | x x| X X X X

ERIC ™ "4y

L]




TABLE 5 (cont'd)

o -2
SURMARY OF SIGHTFICANT R OR AR” FOR
THE 13 PREDICIOR SETS AND ALL CRETERTON VARIABLES
v _ PREDICTOR SET
-ALEGIR! D CHITRION WRIAE | 1 11111 py LIy g g

XTI K11

SOCTAL-BAOTLONAL (cont'd) PREDICTOR SETS

PARENTAL DISCIPLINE (cont'd) I Subject

86, Eaafjponderit Watchfulness | 1 X X | x X I County
(5-10) o |

COGNITIVE
CHILD IV 80.D,1,0,0
87, Speech Problep X

. | - . (B Other PSU
88, General Cognitive Con~ ris
petence (2-4) X X | 'fx|x ) VD Neighborhood

IIT P8y DIPO

89, Ceneral Cognitive Con-
petence (5-1() X X X|x

VII  Fanily DIPO
VIII Family Structure
%0, General Numerie Com-

petence X X IX Work Status

91, Arithnetie Ability 1 X X X Fanily SIS

92, Arithsetic Abdlity 2 x| x x|y ¢ (7 Ethadetty

93, Vriting Problen X X| x % HI  Family

Atmosphere
94, TV Watehing X "

XII Fanmily
¥ Discipline

| 70
PARENTAL-INSTITUIONAL SUbpogr | | - |

95, TV Vieving Time XX

%, Edweationad dopiration | x| y | |yl

97, Educationsl Expectation { x | X |5 x|x

-zg‘—-

98, Preschool Experience XX X[ x|x

\) ‘ = = s — e e e s - =




 CATEGORY AND CRITERION VARLABLE

TABLE 5 (cont'd)

SUMMARY OF STGNIFICANT Rz ()RAR2 TOR
THE 13 PREDICTOR SETS AND ALL CRITERION VARTABLES

PREDICTOR SET

L I I [V V VD VI VL IX X KT IIYIII

COGNTTIVE (Cont'd)",

PARENTAL-INSTITUTIONAL SUPPORT
(Cont'd) |
99, Institutional
Participation

100, Cognitive Stimulation

(2-4)

101, Cognitive Stimulation
(5-10)

§

II

I11

IV

I

VIl

VIII

IX

il

XII

XIII

BREDICIOR S815
Subject

County

PSU DIPO

psy D,I,P,0
Other PSU
Neighborhood
Fanily DIPO
Fanily Structure
Work Status
Fanily SES
Ethnicity

Fanily
Atmosphere

Fanily
Discipline

-
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variance accounted for by the predictor set. (Level of significance 1ia
also noted.)

(5) R at the last step for that predictor set, R is the multiple
correlation coefficient including all the predictor variables entered up to
the step indicated. (Level of significance is also noted,)

(6) The betas (standardized regression coefficients) for each of
the variables in the set. Beta indicates the direction and ;tfength of the
relationship between the specific predictor variable and the criterion
variable, (Level of significance is also noted.)

In order to appreciate specifically what has been found to be predict=
able, it would be useful at this point to consider each of these detailed tables
in turn and to describe the significant effocts.

Subject Variables (Table 1C)

0f 101 variables tested under the basic model, 58 showed significant
relationships with the subject varisbles, Age of sample child and Sex of sample
child, Often these effects were substantial in size, Examination of the betas
in Table 1C will indicate whether the joint effect was due to Age{ Sex, or both
subject varishles. No attempt will be made to interpret théuafféétg here, since
the main point of including these variables in the model was to adjust for them
before teasting the later predictors of Analytic Model 2.

County (Table 2C)

Significant county effects were found for 17 criteria. These will be
interpreted by describing the significant effects from the standpoint of the
Saratoga children, who were hypothesized to be healthier, better adjusted, and
in general to have fewer problems than the Albany children,

The results show that Saratoga children are less likely to have major dis-
orders with extreme behavioral implications and sleep problems (2-4 year olds),

and less likely to be"delinquent" (5-10 year olds). Fewer Saratoga children are

completely isolated from other eh%}gren, but Saratoga children {n general
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have contact with fewer adulta other than the parent or parents living in the
household. (The higher rate of contact with aﬁher adults in Albany is due
largely to the higher rate of single-parent families, since contact with:a
father living out of the household is considered contact with "other adults,"
Also, the groater use of baby sitters, day care, and other caretaking services
in Albany county contibute to contact with other adultsf)

Although there is no difference between the counties in the proportion
of children who watch TV, Saratoga children (2-10 year olds) spend fewer hours
per day watching TV. In addition, Saratoga children are temperamentally less
intenge (5~10 year aldé) and more adaptable (1-4 year olds), and their mothers
rate them higher in arithmetfc ability (5-10 year alﬂs);

Thus, on a number of indices scattered through the organismic-behavioral
domains, Satatoga and Albany children differ and, in general, the differences
favor the Saratoga children. However, there 1s not a substantial showing of
difference between the counties.

Differences also exist for other criteria, most of them parental, Sara-
toga respondents rate the fathers or father-substitutes (where present) as more

likely to be annoyed by the behavior of the children, and Saratoga mothera .are

more likely than Albany mothers to use negative discipline methods (both "strong"
and "weak') when their children misbehave. (There was no difference between the

counties on the variable representing use of positive discipline methods,)

The data also show that Saratoga children are less likely to have had
preschool experience (2-10 year olds) or other institutional participation out-
side of elementary school (5-10 year olds). Possibly both of these differences
reflect a contrast in cpportunities between a primarily rural and a primarily
urban county. In addition, however, since Saratoga mothers have lower education-
al aspirations for their children (2-10 year olds), we can also suggest that

perhaps they are less likely to seek out enriching experiences for their

children., The data also show that Saratoga mothers make more use
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of lay advice (friends and relatives), and Albany mothers make more use of
institutional services in dealing witb health and behavior problems of
the children. :
Considering all of the significant county effects, they are frequently
in the expected direction though the effects are not strong. Mean differences
between the counties on (standardized) criterion variables are roughly twice
the size of the betas in Table 2C, since the standard deviation of the county
variable is about .50. Clearly, there is more variability within than between
thegse two counties,

PSU DIPO Index (Table 3C)

As described earlier, families were characterized for DIFO status
essentially by counting the number of adverse conditions--welfare status,
abgence of a legal husband in the home (incamélete family), and prematurity
or out-of-wedlock status of one or more children in the family. Then the 98
PSUs were characterized for DIPO status by taking the mean of the families
in each PSU. We wanted to find out wheﬁher this PSU DIPO Index proxy, charac-—
terizing a geographical unit larger than the individual family but smaller
than a county, would predict the health and functioning of the children.

The PSU DIPO Index was scaled so that the better PSUs would have higher
numbers, and we will interpret the results in terms of children from these
better PSUs.

0f the 101 criteria, 44 show a significant PSU DIPO Index effect,
and the effects are overwhelmingly in the predicted direction. Strictly
apeaking, these are within-county PSU DIPO Index effects since the hasic
model has adjusted for difference:u between counties in the prior set.

Among the health variables, we find that children from better PSUs
are less likely to have had severe measles or mumps, major disorders with

extreme behavioral implicatlions, major hospitalizations, eyé problems and

‘possible motor problems. They have had fewer diseases and times in hospital
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and their mothers rate them higher in general physical health, They are
more likely to have had a good breakfast (5-10 year olds) and regular medi-
cal caretaking. They are slightly taller, Finally, in cases of health (or
other) problems of the children, parents in better PSUs are more likely te seek
lay advice, and parents in worse PSUs are more likely to seek institutional
services,

Among the social-emotional variables, we find that children from better
PSUs are less active (l—lﬁ.yeéf olds), less intense (1-4), less irregular in
habits (1-4), less irrit35122(5=10); more distractible (1—4); and more adaptabié
(1-4). They are less likely to be difficult children (1—5); "internalized"
(5-10), "self-destructive/noncompliant,” "anti-social" (5-10), jealous and
selfish (2-10), but somewhat more likely to be argumentative and show severe
mood shifts. They are less likely to have tics, frequent anger, and to have run
avay from home (5~10)., The quality of their interaction with other children
(5-10) and siblings (2-10) is better. Oddly enough, these paragons are more
likely to annoy their fathers, or at least the respondents %ate the fathers as
more likely to be annoyed. (It might be noted that in the éaunty contrast
Saratoga fathers showed the same effect as fathers from the better PSUs, Perhap:
being annoyed is related to the father's involvement rather than to his irritabi]
ity or to especially annoying behavior by the child.) Mothers in better PSUs
tend to use fewer discipline methods (both positive and "strong" negative) when
the child misbehaves and, based on responses to two hypothetical situations, use
more positive than "strong'" negative discipline methods, Parents in better
PSUs tend to be more consistent and strict, but are not overprotective (5-10),
The picture which emerges from the data is that the parents in better PSUs
apply measured and firm dis;ipline; and that their children have far fewer

behavioral problems than children in the worse PSUs.
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Finally, among the cognitive variables, we find tﬁat children in better
. PSUs have higher gent "al cognitive competence (2-10) and arithmetic ability
(5-10), and that their mothers have higher educational aspirations (2-10)
and expectations (5-10) for the children, and are more likely-tc provide
cognitive stimulation (2-10).

What this indicates is that a simple composite of four out of thé five
DIPOV components, measured at the level of PSUs, is significantly related to
a wide variety of normative criterion vat}ablas! The only normative variables
which do not show the predicted direction of relationship with the PSU DIPO
Index were the variables "Argumentative-Moody" and "Annoys Father." (The
latter was commented on above and perhaps, without too much strain, the |
"Argumentative-Moody" variable can be interpreted as a measure of a form of
self-assertiveness which is not mnecessarily unhealthy.) Thus, the measure of
DIPO at the level of PSU is related to many more aspects of child héalth and
welfare than the measure of DIPO at the level of counties, and the size éf
relationships between the PSU DIPO Index and the criteria is generally
larger than the size of relationships between County and the criteria,

PSU D,1,P,0 (Table 4C)

To test whether the set of four DIPO camp@némﬁé-predict the criteria
significantly better than the PSU DIPO Index alomne, we included three of the
four components in the model after the PSU DIPO Index (including the fourth
ggmpénént*wauld,_ﬂf course, have made the predictor matrix singular, and
made it impossible to solve the regression equations;,

For 10 of the 101 variables, the additional component set was
significant. Seven of these also had significant PSU DIPO Index effects, and

the fact that the additional component set was also significant indicates that
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the PSU DIPO Index does not optimally weight the components for purposes
of predicting these éérticular criteria. In seve:al cases an equally-weighted
subset éf the components predicts a criterion better than the PSU DIPO Index
as a whole. This 1s true for 7 of the 10 significant variables: quality of
:Lnteracti«:n with other children (5-10) is worse in PSUs characterized by high
prematurié; rates; educational expectations (5-=10) are lower in PSUs characterized
by high prematurity rates; discipline methou3 are relativeiy more negative than
positive in PSUs with high prematurity rates; respondents are less strict and
less consistent in punishment in PSUs charsctetizéu‘tv high out-~of-wedlock
rates; "strong" negative discipline methods are used more in PSUs characterized
by high incomplete family and prematurity rates; institutional services are
used more in PSUs with high welfare and incomplete family rates; finally,
number of times in hospital is greater in PSUs with high out-of-wedlock rates.
In other cases, a contrast between ccmﬁonenﬁs,pravides better prediction

of the criteria, Thig is true for 3 of the 10 significant variables: "'self-
destructiveness/noncompliance" is greater in PSUs characterized by low welfare
and high incomplete family and out—of-wedlock rates; preschool experience (day
care, nursery school, etc,) is more likely in PSUs with low prematurity and
high out-of-wedlock rates; and dental problems are more likely in PSUs with
low welfare and high incomplete family rates.

| Some of ﬁheae PSyU D,I,P,0 éffécts are readily interpreted. The finding .
that institutional services are used more by families from PSUs wiﬁh high
welfare and incomplete faﬁily rates makes sense, since most of the institutional
services are homemaker services, day care centers, and social-work-related
services. Many of the effects are difficult to interpret substantively,

however, and it is perhaps a blessing that there are not more of them,
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The large number of criteria predicted by the PSU DIPO ;ndex, and the relatively
small numﬁer for which the additional components increase prediction, supports .
a basic premise of the study, which is that DIPO components hang together in
a consistent way, and that an equally weighted eémpnsite of all of them
helps predict a variety of normative coﬁditicﬂé.

Other PSU Variables (Table 5C)

The three variables in this set are Urbanization (urbaunfural status),
Median Income and Percent White, All of these variasbles characterize thexPSUa{
were census-derived, and wers emplnyéd in the gtratification process prior to aamp;ii

0f the 101 criteria, 2] show significant relationships with this
predictor set. It can be observed from Table 5C that very few of the health
variables are predicted by this set and that, to a large extent, the significant
effects involve parental rather than child variables. Of the 19 parental
variables in the criterion set, 10 are significant here, but nﬁly 11 child
variables of the 82 are significant. .

The betas indicate median income is the strongest predictor In this
get, Twelve of the criteria are significantly related to median income of the
PSU and some of the betas are fairly large. The-sigﬂificaﬂt positive betas show
that high median income is associated with Ehejfallowingz regular medical care;
less active children; less "internalized" children, better general cognitive
competence (2-4); higher educational aspiration and educational expectation;
greater use of praschool; and greater cognitive stimulation. The significant
negative betas show that high median income is assoclated with: greater jealousy
and selfishness of children; child contact with fewer adults in addition to the

parent or parents in the household; and less watchfulness over children

(1=10 yemr olds)..
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Percent White is significantly associated with seven criteria and
all of the betas are negative. Higher percent white in the PSU is signifi-

cantly assoclated with the following: less use of institutilonal services;

more "introverted" children; more "self-destructive/moncempliant" childremn; &

more "dependent" children; lgwer educational aspiration and expectation; and

less institutional participation by the children, Some of these effects are

contgary to what might be sntlcipated, especially with regard to the edu-
cational aspiration and expectation variables. Before interpretationm, it
should' be stressed that the parcent white measure is not the same as the
ethnicity of sample child varilable appearing in Set XI, since percent white
characterizes the PSU rather than the sample child., Therefore, even in PSUs
%ith low to moderate percent white a fair proportion of the sample children
were vhite, Thus, two possible interpretations suggest themselves. One is
that non-white respondents have higher educational aspirations and expectations.
Another is that res- ... i3 in racially integrated PSUs, including perhaps
a good many white respondents, have higher aspirations and expectations than
reapondents invélmé;t excius}vely white PSUs,

Urban-rural status shows only five signifilcant effects. Urban PSUs
are agsociated with more active children, more "internalized" children, greater
likelihood of respondent’s annoyance with the child, child contact with more
adults aside from parents, and use of more "weak" negatiwve discipline methods.

Neighhorhood Variables (Table 6C)

This predictor set 18 vomposed of Safety of Neighborhood and House
Condition, withtthe fcrmer based on several interview responses concerning
crimes against household persons and property, and the latter based on several
observations of external and internal dweiliﬁg conditions by the iﬁtgrviewer;

Both of these variables seemad potentially to characterize the surrounding
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area so they were employed as neighborhood variables and were entered in
the analysis before family sets. 7 o .
0f the 101 criteria, 31 show significant association with thils pre-

dictor set., The significant criteria are distributed through all thareéteggriasé—
child and parental, health aﬁd gsoclal-emotional and cognitive,

Of the two variables in this predictor set, Safety of Neighborhood is
more clearly a neighborhood variable., Nine criteria show signifigaﬂt betas
assoclated with this variable. Six betas are positive and greater safety is
associated with fewer disorders with extreme behavioral implications, fewer acci-
dents, greater use of preschool, better breakfast, less "delinquency," and better
interaction with siblings., Three betas are nagétiva and greater safety is asso-
ciated wiggﬁéantact of the child with fewer atﬁér adults, use of fewer "strong"
negative discipline methods, and less watchfulness over children (1-4 year olds). -

El

Although House Condition was included as a neighborhood variable, perhaps

it is better considered as a family variablegl»it seems to be strongly related
to Family Socloeconomic Status, predictor set X. Twenty-one of th. .:iteria
are significantly related to House Condition. Of these, two betag are negative
with better house condition associated with less use of institutional services
and use of fewer "strong' negative discipline methods. The other 19 betas are
positive and in these instances better house condition is assoclated with fewer
disorders with extreme behavioral implications, better health rsting of the
child, more complete immunization, regular medical care, more use of lay advice
about the child, more distractible children (1~4), more persistent children
(5-10), less "self-destructiveness/noncompliance,' less "antisocial''children .
(5-10), more use of positive than "strong" negative discipline methods in two

hypothetical situations, greater strictness of the mother, higher general cog-

nitive competence (2-10), greater numer -~atence in general and ability
to do arithmetic (5~10), less ilncidenr _ing problems, higher educational
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aspirations and expectations, aﬁd more institutional participation by the
children, Thése varjables,congtituie, In general, quite a favorable cata-

logue of chil§ and parent conditions and behaviors across all of the organismic-
behavioral domains., If house condition vis indeed a strong p:dxy for Family
SES, 1t has utility since it is measured more easily than SES itself, In any
case, it is a powerful predictor of a wide variety of moruative variables,

Family DIPO Index (Table 7C)

There is only one variable in this sat; the Family DIPO Index itself.
Fourteen ecriteria are significantly related to this predictor. Of these, five
have negative betas and families with better DIFO Indices shﬂw“égég passibie
motor problems, less use of institutional serviaes; greater 1ikeiihgad of the
father beiag annoyed by the child's behavior, ﬁgggkwriting problemns, and more
children who do not watech IV at all. The occurrence of more wfiéing problems
and more poessible motor problems among these families is difficult to rationalize,
but the other significant effects seen rezsonable,

‘The other nine significant criteria show positive betas and familigg~w1;h
better DIPO Indices have fewer baby problems at birth, somewhat heavier and |
taller children, better health rating of the child, fewer sleep problems (2-4),
regular medical care, more use of lay advice about the child, less 'delinquency"
(5-10), aﬂi fewer toilet problems (2-10). None of these present any special
difficulty to interpretation.

The‘faregaing,cansideratigﬂ of the Family DIPO Index dealt, of course,
with the significant effects at step 13 in the analyses., Twelve variahles were
enterad as predictors before the Family DIPO Index and;vthafefcré, the criterion
variance associated with these variables was partialled out before the Family DIPO

Index was entered. Those investigators who focus on families rather than -counties,"

PSUs, and neighborhoods would probably want to see the g

between the Family DIPO Index, say, and the criterion variables.
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Table 6 gummarlizes the sipnificant first-order correlutiong between! the Faﬁily

DIPO Index as well aa Family D,I,P,0 and the 101 eriterion variables. This,

of course, pfﬁﬂ?ﬂt; a different pleture than we had before. Of the 101 criteria
38 show a slgnificant relationshlp to the Family DITO Tndex in Table 6. Recall
that only l4 criteria were related to this iudex when county, PSU and neighborhg
varlables were entered before the Family DIPO Index.

Table 6 indicates that the Family DIPO Index shows the greatest number
of significant ; . tionsh’, s wlth the nriteria, but that threc of the component:
(D,1,0) also show a large number. The P component 15 essgentially unrelated to
the criterion set. In general It can be seen that a greater proportion of the
parental varlables are related to tt 1dex and 1ts components, although a
subgtantial proportion of the child variables are also related.

The index shows essentially the same proportion of significant relation
ships with 2ll of the categorien~~health, social-emotional end cognitive, The
componrents, however, differ, =0 that, for exsuple, D and I show wore relation-
ships '~ health, I and 0 to soclal-emotional variables.

A more complete presentation of these data appears in Table 14C in
Appendix C, All of the correlation coefficients releting the Family Index and
its components to the 101 criterion variables are entered in this table.

One additional treatment of the index components might be useful. Uall
avallable data, for such variables as DIPOV, which are ordinarily collected in
ranner that does not allow the investigation of the association among veriables
on a family basis, survey dat- have the virtue of permitting such an analysis.
The degree to which problems cluster in families is clearly relevant to social
planning, just as is the major focus of the study--the d&gree to which problews
cluster in geographical areas. Table 7 presents the inﬁerccffelatiaﬂs of the

DIPOV variables with families as the units. Three of the variables, Dependenc
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TABLE 6
NUMBER OF CRITERION VAKIABLES SIGNIFICANTLY
- CORRELATED WITH SELECTED FAMILY VAP “LES
FAMILY VARIABLE

DIFO

CATEGORY AND TYPE OF CRITERION VARIABLE [[D I P O  TIndex

HEALTH
Child (26)* 6 7 3 4 8
Parental Care (5) 4 3 1 2 4

SOCIAL--EMOTIONAL
Child (47) 8 16 1 15 16
Parental Discipline (8) 2 1 1 3 4

COGNITIVE
Child (9) 1 1 1 2 3

Parental-Instituti Support (6)|] 2 2 0 2 3

TOTALS
Child (82) 15 24 5 21 27

Parental (19) 8 6 2 7 i1

*

Total number of variables
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Incomplete Families and Out-of-Wedlock Births, are substantially related to
one another, and it would appear thai these three characteristics cluster to-
The other two variables, Premature Births

gether Iin families to a fair degree.

and Juvenile Venereal Disease, do not show any substantial intercorrelations.

TABLE 7

INTERCORRELATIONS OF FAMILY DIPOV VARIABLES

VARIABLZ
VARTABLE 1D 1 P O vV
Dependency et 468 073 .406  ,056
Inco plete Families Y. .N26 (368 -,010
Premature Births T =030 -,013
Out-of-Wedlock Births .t .008
Venereal Disease, v
Juvenile

Family Structure (Table 8C)

This set is.aawocsed of three variables, Respondent Age, Total Children
Under 18, and Total Adults. Although these variables have some substantive
interast, for our purposes th:y can be considered, much like the variables
in the first set (Age and Sex of sample child), as contaminants of the later
predictor sets. 1In this case, for Example, Family SES (Set X) would be expzcted
to be higher with increasing Respondent Age and Total Adults. Therefore, these
family structure variables -were entered before the other family sets to remove
criterion variance - associated with them. 7ie significant effects will not
be considered in detail, although they are presented in full in Table 8C.

Of the 101 criteria, 29 show significant Family Structure effects, with
11 related to Respondent Age, 12 to To%al Children Under 18, and 6 to Total Adults.
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Work Status (Table 9C)

Father's and Respondent's Work Status are the two variables {n this
predictor get, The act au a whole shows 11 criteria with slgnificant effects.
Father's Work Status {s significantly related to eight criteria and Respondent's
Work Status to four criteria, These variables are obviously not very strong
predictors. ‘dmittedly, they are entered relatively late in the model, buf it
will be observed that later sets show many more relationships with
the ¢ _.teria,

Father's Work Status was coded as "full-time work" or "other" (par: ime
work, unemployed, etc,). Families with fathers working full-time are
associated with regular medical carz for the sample child, less "internalired"..
children, more "destructive" children (1-4), less "delinquent" children (5-10),
higher respondent rating of arithmetic ability, higher educational asplration
and expectation, and more institutional participation by the child,

Raspondent’'s Work Status was coded as 'not working at all" or "other."
Families with respondents who do not work at all are associated with less
"destructive" children, children who do not seek a lot of attention from the
raspondent, less '"delinquent' children, and child contact with fewer other adults.

Family SES (Table 10G)

Family Income, Hollingshead SES Index, and Respondent Education are the
three component variables in this predictor set. The set as a whole is signi-
ficantly related to 27 criteria, with 6 related to Family Income, 6 to the
SES Index, and 17 to Respondent Fducation. Very few health variables show sig~-
nificant effects, but the social-emotional and cognitive variables are well-repre-
sented with an especially large proportion of the cognitive varisbles predictable
from this set.

With regard .to Family Income, higher income is associated with regular

medical care, less frequent anger by the children, better sibling interaction,
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fewer children isolated from all other children, higher educational expectation
(but not aspiration), and less cognitive stimulation by the parents (5-10 yeur
olds).

Higher SES Indices are assoclated with greater use of positive than

"strong" negative discipline methods, less watchfulness over children (l-4 year

tion (but not expectation), more use of prazschool, and more cognitive stimula-
tion by the parents (5-10 year olds).

More respondent education ia associated with regular medical care, better
mood in general among the children (5-10), less "internalized" children, lower
incidence of tics, less frequent anger, bettér interaction with siblings, fewer
problems of adjustment in school, less use of "strong" nege'ive discipline
methods, greater strictness and consistency of puﬂishment;'less watchfulnegs over

children (1-4), greater general cognitive competence (2-4), higher educational

aspiration and expectation, more use of preschool, more inst!-uiic sl partici-

pation by the children, and greater cognitive stimulation by thr parents
(2-10 year olds).

Of the three variables in this preodictor set, clearly Respondent Education
1s the most powerful predictor. However, as was noted earlier, the House-
Condition variable from Set VI is strongly related to Family SES, as is the
PSU Median Income variable from Set V. These preceding variables undoubtediy
reduced the predictive strength of the variablég in the predictor set,

Ethnicity (Table 11C)

This predictor set is composed of the single variable, Ethnicity, which
refers to the ethnicity of the sample child as reported by the respondent, and
1s simply coded as "white" or "other." (0Of the total sample of 976, 910 were

white, Of the remaining 66, 51 wnre Elack.) A number of preceding predictor
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variables certainly can be considered to have reduced the strength of Ethniciéy
as a predictor at this step in the analysis; among them, Percent White of the
PSU and the Family SES variables, as well as the various DIPO Indices which

are related to Ethnicity.

Thirteen criteria are significantly related to Ethnicity, Considering
the positiva betas first, families with a white sample child show the following
relationships: less incidence of severe measles or mumps, tilcs, and severe
mood shifts, greater use of lay advice, less attention-seeking by children,
and TV viewing for fewer hours per day (by 2-10 year olds), The negative betas
reveal gherfallowing for families with a white sample child: greater likelihood
of major problems during pregnancy, less use of insitutional services, more
children (5-10), contact with fewer other adults by the cnildren, more writing
problems, and less institutional participation by tlie children, (It might be
noted that some of these effects are identical to those predicted by Percent
White of the PSU in Set V, em~ha~’ 'ng what is essentlally a Black-White contrast
in these cases.)

Family Atmosphere(Table 12C)

This predictor set 1s composed of four disparate variables which describe
specific behaviors, attitudes or conditions, and which, it seemed to us, might
measure something general about the tone of family life, Thes variables are
Times Moved, Happiness During Pregnancy, Respondent Health and Adult Delinquency,

As a whole, Family Atmosphere is significantly related to 29 criterion
variables, with Times Moved associated with 6 criteria, Happiness During Pregnancy
witi 12, Respondent Health with 14, and Adult Deliﬁquency with 6.

Fewer moves are associated with more baby problems at hi-th, fewer sleep

problems (5-10 year olds), leas use of institutional services re nwogltive ned
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and less irritability (1-4), levs "antisocial®children, and greater cognitive
stimulation (2-=4), |

Greater happiness of the mother and father during pregnancy (about the
impending birth) is associated with less possible motor problems, regular
medical care, more positive mood and less irfitability (5-10), more distractible
children (1-4), less "asocial" children (5~10), less "self-destructive/non-
compliant" children, less "selfish" children (2-1C', lower frequency of anger,
greater use of positive rather than "strong'" negative discipline methods in
two hypothetical situations, greater strictness and consistency of punishment
by the mother, grrater general cognitive competence (2-4), and higher «du=
cational expectations,

Better health of the respondent is associated with more major probliems
during pregnancy, fewer baby problems at birth, fewer major heaith problems of
the child, better health of the cnild, ragular medical rar , . pusitive mood
and less irritability (5-10), more distractible children (). . less "nsocial"
children (5-10), less "self-deatructive/noncompliant’ children, less "anti-
gocial" children, less '"selfish" children (2-10), children showing fewe:s severe
mood shifts (1-4), lowar frequency of anger, and greater strictness and con-
sistency of punishment by the respondent.

Less adult delinquency is associated with more use of lay advice, more
regularity of function (1-4), less "internalized" children (5-10), less
"delinquent' children (5-10), children who have run away from home less (2-4),
and more watchfulness over children (5-10).

Taken together, the four variables in this set are quite remarkable
predictors. Happiness During Pregnancy and Respondent Health carry most of
the predictive load but Adult Delinquency makes some impcrtant contributions,
Happiness During Pregnancy is related principally to social-emctional var'ables,

and <espondent Health, to child health and social-emotional variables, The
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most important additions of Adult “eiirquency sro predictlon of "delinquent"
children and run-away children, Onl. ¢be cognitive veriables are not predicted
substantially by this set, The family atmos; ere varlahlas appuar to predict
aspects of the quality of child life indep~n.a*ly of SES and a number of more

conventional social indicators.

Familyjp;sgipline,(Igﬁlgi}BC)

This predictor set is compused of Consistency of Punishment and Respondent
Strictness. Of the 101 criteria, 26 are significantly related to this set, with
Consistency of Punishment related to 14 criteria, and Respondent Strictness to
13, (Note that one criterion variable is omitted in this count, That variable,
which is labeled "Respondent Strictness" in the criterion list, is a composite
of the two predictor variablaes in this set. The betas for this variable appear
in the table but they wil). 'e disregarded in this presentation.)

Greater consistencyv- of punishment is assoclated with more eye problens,
less active children (1-4), more regularity of fumetion (1-4), more distractible
children (1=4), legs "difficult" children (1-4), less "self-destructive/non-
compliant" children, less destructive children (1=4), children whe are less .argu-
mentative and less subject to extreme mood shifts (5-1C), less attentlion-seeking,
less "dependency" (2-10), less frequent fearfulness, children who have ‘run away
from home less or are less unreliable about coming home (5-10), less use of
"strong " negative discipline methods, and greanter general cognitive com-
petence (2-4).

Greater strictness is associated with fewer digestive problems (2-10),
more regularity of function (l1-4), greater persistence at tasks (5-10), more
"internalized" children (5-10), less "self-destructive/noncompliant" children,
less attention-seeking, less "dependency" (2-10), more frequent fearfulness,

cnildren who have run oway from home mire or are more unreliable about coming

90



=72=

home (5-10), greater lile!'hood of child behavior that annoys respondent,
greater use of '"strony' negative discipline methods, greater use of "weak" .
negative discipline methods, and higher rating by respondent of child's arith-
metic ability,

Both variables in this set are related almost exclusively to social=-
emotional variables. They overlap on four criterion variables, are unique
for several, and most interestingly, greater consistency and greater strictness
predict oppositely on three variables--frequency of fearfulness, runaway children
and use of "strong" negative discipline methods, e.g., children reported as
frequently fearful have parents who are less consistent &nd more strict,

Unpredictable Variables
Now that the significant effects have been considered, it might be useful

to point out which of the 101 eriterion variables were not related to any of

the predictor sets. As can be observed in Table 5, which was oresented earlier,

15 criteria show no significant relationships with the predictors. These are -
Illness Index, Far Preblems, Number oi Operations, Regular Use of Medicine,

Eating Problems(2-4), Headaches, Approach (poaitive or negative response to

novel situations) (1-4), Persistenze (l-a}, Difficuit Children (5-10), Distractible
Nonpersistent Children (1-4), "Uri:spons:ve" child-ea (1-4), Neighbor Complaints
(1-4), Quality of Interaction with Other Children(2-4), Preachool Problems, and
Speech Probiem (2-10). These 15 are largely from the health category, with a

few teifperament variables from the social-emotional category. It should also

be noted that a good many of the unpredictable criteriz refer exclusively to

the younger children,

Variables Predirtable Only From Family Sets

Since the structure of this analysis tales the form of a distal-to-
proximai en::iogical progression, wich the retionals that fur planning parposes
nrediccion of the quality of chlld health and welfare is mo T userul for ualis

larger than indivIdsal farilies, we should note which criteria are rsred . .rable

only from the family ° r.dicter setr (VII=¥III), There are 18 criterion wa»isblz~
R N Y e TRy ¢
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for which this is the case. They are Major Pregnancy Problems,Birth Problems
(of the child), Major Health Problems, Sleep Problems (5-10), Eating Problems
(5-10), Digestive Problems, Mood (1-4), Appr~:-h (positive or negative responsge
to novel situations) (5-10), Slow-to-warm-up children (both 1-4 and 5-10),
"Asocial" children (5-10), Extreme Mood Shifts (1-4), "Attentiop~par:iing',
Fearfulness, Runaway Children (2-4), Toilet Preblems (2-10), Schr . slijustment
Problems (5-10), and TV Watching (yes or nn) (2-10). Only one of these variables
1s cognitive, but otherwise they are s & .. od through the organismi.-behavioral
domains and subdomains. However, not - the 19 parental variables appears
in this list. All of the parental variables are predictable from one or more

of the distal units--county, PSU, and neighborhood. There is, no doubt, more
geographical homogeneity among the parents, who have "chosen" where they live,

than there is among the children,
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VIII DISCUSSION

Overview

The major purpose of this study was to explore the utility of tha DIPTV
Iudex as an indicator of "the state of the child" in various ecologica.) wettirin,

‘ave this study has revealed the essential soundnezz n€ the DIPOV Index
as such an indicator, and we shall present and discuss tte findings that support
this judgment. On the other hand, this study suggests certain limitations of the
ULPOV Index and these will be deacribed and weighed also.

To some degree we considered that in our eariigr work we had established
the DIPOV Index as an indicator with ecological utility. The five variables in
the index possess qualities required of indicators: capability of repeated mea=
surement over time; social importance; normative status. Furthermore, this
earlier work revealed that the five variables comprising the index appear to be
reliable over time and capable of differentiating among sets of comparable geo-
graphical units. Since, in all of our analyses the five variables loaded highly
' the same factor (DISORGANIZED POVERTY), we felt justified in creatiny a com-
posite index of these variables, The resulting DIPOV Index was assumed to possess
more descriptive power than any single variable or subset of these variablea,

In exploring the u:tlity of the DIPOV Index, this study sought to discover

the extent to which the index can ser*s &  urrogate for a larger set of needs
and social problems of children, 7Ta ter.. gsocial planning, program placement

snd alli-ation of funds, perhaps the ultimate question can be said to be:

What do DIPOV Indices for comparable geographicel uni“s reveal about the particular
nature and extent of child problems in these units? What do contraating DIPCV
ig@igés for, say; counties or sub-county divisions tell vs about children in

#hése areas beyond differences in rates of Dependency, Incomplete Families,

Premature Births, Out-of-Wedlock Births anu Juvenile Venereal Disease?
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The central data-analytic issue, therefore, concerns the relationship
between DIPOV Indices for several ecological settings and a large number of
child and parental characteristics and behaviors in the survey data from two
counties of New York State, We chose to examine county, PSU and Family DIPOV

14 ithin a broader context and i a distal-to-proximal ecological pro-

Indices
gression. The context was broader in the sense that many variables, in addition
to the three indices, were included in the hierarchical multiple regression model.
Other variables in the model were intended, in some instances, to remove potentially
contaminating variables (age and sex of sample child, 1:mily structure) and, in
other instances, to provide a more comprehensive scheme of prediction by including
supplementary PSU, neighborhood and family variables, ‘he distal-to-proximal
proyression allowed the most distal units (countiesj - account for as much vari-
ability in child and parental behavior as théy could ~efore the more proximal units
were sucressively entered to account for the residmal variation. This progression
mover [iom counties to PSUs to neighborhoods to familles and seemed a senaible
atrategy 1-ce decisilons concerning funds and programs generally deal with the
distal uiivi avd da... are more readily available for them. Tf child and parental
characteristics and behaviois can be pfedicted sufficiently well from available
data at the county and PSU levels, then the necessity for expensive family sur-
veys is redu.ad.

Jafore considering the findings of the principal analysis, which, once
aguin, concern the relationship between the several DIPOV Indicz2s and child and
parentnl variables, we should deal with a preliminary analysis, which teated

the cross-validity of certain available data by relating them to survey data,

IAActua?ly, the analyses employed DIPO Indices since Juvenile Venereal Disease
was not adequately measured but, for convenience, we shall continue to refer
to DIPOV Indices for a while.
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The essence of this analysir 1s a determination of whether proxies for the five
DIPOV variables and two indices (DIPOV and DIPO) derived from the aurvey data
are predictable from availsble data. The data available from official sources,
which 1in fact were employed to select two contrasting counties tor survey, in-
dicated lower rates on the five variables and a "better" DIPOV Index for Sara-
toga county. At the county level, therefore, this analysis was accomplished by
aimply relating county status (residence in Albény or Saratoga) to the proxies.
A gignificant relationship ir the dppropriate d'c: i7n (i.e., with Saratoga
better than Albany) would constitute ¢ @  vali 'a.ion of the available data. At
the PSU level, data are not presently available for the DIPOV variables, so
that, as a surrogate,set, we employed the best group of variables available for
PSUs and rglated them to the DIPOV proxies. The PSU variables were urban-rural
status, percent white and median income, the census~derived variables used in
giratifying the PSUs prior to sampling. Imn ovur earlier work these -uriables
were generally found to be highly associated with DIPOV. Therefore, their use
s a surrogate for DIPOV is reasonable. Orice again, significant relationships
in the appropriate direction (4.e., with rural, high percen: white and high
median income associatod with lower DIPOV rites) would constitute cross-validation
of the available data, though it would be a somewhat looser cross-validation

in this cnse.

Crosg-Validation of Available Data

In substance, at the couuuty level. the availlasble dats .e . . 4+1d to have
been cross-validated. - T'.e anaiysi: demonstrates that both indices and three of
the five DIPOV components are predictsble in the appropriate direction from
county status. The excaptions are Premature Births and Juvenile Venareal Diseagei .

which are not predictable at the county level. Ih this study, we belileve that

-~
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the exceptions cun be adegquately explainéd as due, in the case of Juvenile
Venereal Disease, to unsuccessful measurement in the survey and, in the case of
Premature Births, to an insufficient difference between the two counties when
the entire relevant time span (1964-1974) 1is considered., However, it is con-
ceivable that these two components do not hang together very well with the
other three, Let us digress for a while to consider thi=a possible 1im%gat1§n
of the DIPOV lundex. ’

When the DIPOV components are intercorrelated at the family level (see
Table 7), we sec that Dependency, Incomplete Families and Out-of-T'edlock Births
are gsubstantially related to one another, Prematurity, on the other hand, is
not related to any of the other components in these families. Nevertheless,
in our earlier data for the states of the United Statgg, all the counties of
New York State and the districts of New York City, P correlated strengly with
D,I and 0. We would suggest, in dealing with th#= contradiction, that it appears
very likely that for P to cluster with D, I and 0, it 1is necessary that in scume
units the effects of Disorganized Poverty have to be quite extreme., Albany
county does not seem to exhibit sufficient extremity. If data had been collected
in Bronx or New York (Manhai.zn) county, the contrast with 3aratoga county would
have been 2xtreme enough to make P a salient component.

Additional evidence that supports the above hypothesis can be found in
our concurrent s*udy 15. Factor analyses of the counties in each of 26 states
_for 1970, 1971 and 1972 exhibited very general clustering of the D, I and O
components. The ? component, however, was frequently associated with the others
only in those states which contain the large urban centers (California, Illinois,
Michigan, Ohio, New York). We concluded that marked variation among the geo-
graphical units was necessaiy for P to cluater with the other components and
that the h;gh cuntrasts réqgig§§iwere provided ?n,d§r,g§?;i§f data by southern

lsﬁggsn, L. S., Smith, J. and Jordam, L. A. op. cit.
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agalngt northern atatea, countles wlthln New York Clty agalnet upstate counties,
nand certaln extreme community districts in the Bronx, Brooklyn and Manhattan
against others, principally located {in Queens and Staten Island,

For certaln uses, therefore, it 1s possible that P can be omltted from
the index. Ordinarily the decision can be made on the basis of variability in
Premature Birth rates among the unlits and the existence of extreme valves, If
variability 1s amall and no extreme values are present, P ig probably not a
useful component of the index,

Superficially the situation is the same for Juvenile Venereal Disease——
it lg not correlated with the other components at the family level in the
gurvey data but it was strongly rorrelated with them 11 our earlier data sets.
In this instance, however, we are quite convinced that the contradiction is due
to inadequate measurement of this variable in the survey, Supporting this view,
our concurrent study shows the V compenent as a very consistent member of the
cluster with only a regional exception. It is not highly Intercorrelated with
the other components in the southern, southwestern and border states. For
these areas an index with further modification can be employed but, we suggesat,
such a modification is unnecessary for Albany and Saratoga counties if a teen-
age population is studied and the Information can be obtained,

P5Us

At the PSU 12#&1, we can say that the available data are even more
congistently cross-validated. All geven of the DIPOV proxies are predictable
from the PSU set, even though this does not hold in every Instance for the
particular variables in the set. Furthermore, on the whole the strength of
the assoclation with the DIPOV proxies 1s greater for the PSU variables than for
the county variable., A large part of this is, no doubt, due to greater homogeneity
of families within PSUs than within counties, resulting in stronger contrasts
between P5Us than between counties,
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Prediction of Child and Parent Variables from DIPO Indices

Countles

Although some important child and parent varlables are significantly
associated with county membership, the total number of variables predicted
is relatively small. Also, the strength of the assoclations is not great,
in general. It Is worth raising an Issue at this point, however, about atrength
of assoclation. When the assoclation is weak, the contrast between counties is
small, so that for "Delinquency', as an example, the rate is significantly greater
in Albany county but not markedly so., For practical purposes, however, 1t is
not merely the rate that is important but also the total population in question.
Albany 1s about twice as populous as Saratoga, causing a moderate difference in
"Delinquency" rates to translate into a considerable difference in the total
number of children at risk. On this basis, decisions must of course congider
not only comparative rates but also comparative populations.

It is not clear why so few child and parent characteristics and behaviors
are different in the two counties. And; it should be noted, thias occurred in
spite of differences of fair size in Dependency, Incomplete Families and Out-of-
Wedlock Births. If it were not for the predictive ability exhibited by the
PSU DIPO Index, one might ascribe this to narrowness of the index. Probably
the limitation of this study to upstate counties, omitting the more extreme
counties in New York City, reduced the possibility of substantial findings for
counties., Another influential factor, most likely, is the reatriction of this
study to children below the age of 11, It is quite possible that older children,
who tend to show the effects of deficits more extremely, would have provided
a more pronounced county contrast,

In contrast to the county results, the PSU DIPO Index is significéﬁtly
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assoclated with a very subgtantial number of child and parental variables, and
the effects in general are relatively strong. A considerable proportion of both
child and parent variables are succesafully predicted, and these belong to all
of the organismic-behavioral domains: health, social-emotional and cognitive,
The considerable ability éf this distal index to predict indicates that, broadly
speaking, continuing, periodic family surveys are not critical to monitoring
a4 wide spectrum of behavior. DIPOV Indices would serve this purpose 1f they
were made avallable. The predictive power of the PSU DIPO Index in this study
argues for the value of routinely disaggregating available data for these variables
by Enumeration District and Block Group. Subatantial effort, without doubt,
would be required to do this for some of these variables on a national or state
basis but we believe the index has sufficient utility to warrant it. It is also
possible, of course, for county planning agencies to do this for their own counties.

It should bemoted that when the components of the index are entered into
the model after the index, they do not increase prediction very much, This
suggests that the components are consistent with one another and that an equally
weighted composite of all of them works well in prediction, substantiating the
use of an index rather than individual variables as indicators.

Families

The Family DIPO Index is not a particularly strong predictor whem it 1is
entered after the other indices and several additional PSU and neighborhood
variables, demonstrating the ability of distal units to predict in a substan~
tial manner. When the first~order correlations are considered, however, the
Family Index approaches the PSU DIPO Index in the number of variables with
which it is significantly associated.

Another casting of the evidence supporting the use of the index in

preference to the individual components can be seen in the number and pattern
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of glgnificant agssociatlons in Tables 6 and 14C. The Family DIPO Index has

a greater number of significant assoclations with the eriterion variables than

any of the components and the components generally exhibit a consistent pattern
' of association,
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IX, SUMMARY

This study Lo based on extensive interviews of mothers or mother-
surrogates ol children between the ages of one and ten years from sampled
households in two upstate New York counties. Representative gamples of about
420 in Albany county and 550 in Saratoga county were obtained by means of a
form of probability area sampling, The two particumlar counties were chosen
because their DIPOV Indices contraated strongly in 1970, 1971 and 1972, The
principal purpose of the study was to explore the utilicy of the DIPOV Index
as an indicator of the state of the child in various ecological settings,

One finding of the study is that the DIPOV Indices derived from available
census, state and local data accurately picture the relative DIPOV status of
these two counties. This cross-validation of available county data was based
on an analysis employing a hierarchical multiple regression model which related
available data to DIPOV proxies derived from the survey data., Another part of
this analysis demonstrated that a DIPOV Index surrogate based on three available
census variables (Urbanization, Percent White, Median Income) for sub-county
divisions (PSUs) is strongly related to the DIPOV proxies for these PSUs,

This constituted a loose cross~validation of potentially available DIPOV
Indices for sub-county divisions.

In the major analysis of this study, accomplished by use of another
hierarchical multiple regression model, the relationships between several
DIPOV Indices and a large number of child and parent variables were determined.
The purpose of this examination was to discover the extent to which the index
can serve as a surrogate for a larger set of needs and social problems of

children, It wag found that the DIPOV Index is related to a multitude of
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child and parental problems in all organismic-behavioral domains ut the sub-
. county sand family levels, but that at the county level the index is not ao

broadly successful as an Indicator, As possible reasons for the latter finding,

the absence of a aufficiently extreme contrast between these two counties and
the limitation of the study to relatively young children were suggested.

This study, 1in combination with both our earlier work and a concurrent
study of the counties within 26 atates, suggests that the DIPOV Index, with
gsome limitations in certainvsituaciﬂnsi has considerable utility as an indi-
cator of the state of the child in a variety of ecological settinga,
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SAMPLING PLAN AND SAMPLING RESULTS FOR ALBANY AND SARATOGA COUNTIES

I, INTRODUCTION

The following material represents sampling plans and the results
of implementing these plana for Albany and Saratoga countics. Examlna-
tion of the DIPOV Index for New York State counties in 1970, 1971 and
1972 revealed Albany county consistently at the "poor" end of the scale
and it was chosen to represent the negative end of the dimension. Only
gsome of the New York City counties were more extreme. Saratoga county,
which 1s contiguous to Albany county and immediately to the north, stands
at the 'good" end of the scale for 1970, 1971 and 1972 and it was se-
lected to represent the positive end of the dimension.

Albany county had a 1970 population of 286,742 in 93,769 house-
holds (hhs) and the plan calls for an approach to about 2,300 hhs to
obtain a sample size of 400. Saratoga county had a 1970 population of
121,679 in 35,686 hhs and the plan requires an approach to about 1,900

hhs to obtain a sample size of 400,
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IT. ALBANY COUNTY

Preprocessing

The United States is divided [nto Enumeration Districts and Block
firoups.  Enumeratlon Districts are population areas averaging about 250
housing units and are defined by the Census Bureau. They are used for
Lhe collection and tabulation of population aud housIng census data for
the conventional enumeration areas and for portlons of the mail-out/mail-
back SMSA's not covered by the Address Coding Guide. Block Groups are
combinations of contiguous blocks having combined average population of
about 1,000, They are used in census-by-mail areas where Address Coding
suldes have been prepared.

The first-count data were in the form of 353 records repregenting
43 whole Enumeration Districts (EDs), 7 EDs split in two, 3 EDs split in
three, 2 EDs split in four, 3 unmapped EDs *, and 276 Block Groups (BGs).

The tollowing manipulations were performed on the original 353
records:

1. Records containing zero families with children under 18 were
pooled with records of geographically adjacent areas (a total of 5 records
made up of two whole EDs, two parts of an ED split in three, and one
unmapped ED). This left 348 records,

2. Records that represented "phantonm' BGs were dropped (46BGs) . **
This resulted in 302 surviving records.

*These EDsg could not be found on the census maps. They contained either zero
or very few families and were pooled as indicated below.

**"Phantom" BGs represent data that lack sufficlent information to assign
them to a specific BG in the census tract.
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3. Records which represented split EDa that were not discriminable
on fleld wmaps were pooled (a total of 12 wplit ED records were pooled--

6 EDs spllt in twe were combined into 6 whole EDa, 2 EDg aplit 1in three
werc combined into 2 EDs split in two, and 2 EDs aplit in four were
combined Into 2 EDs split in two). Also, BGs not discriminable on field
maps were pooled (a total of 12 BGs)., The records of the two remaining
unmapped EDs were pooled with mapped EDs in the appropriate census tracts.
These procedures reduced the number of records to 276,

4. TFinally, the 27 records containing fewer than 50 hhs were
pooled with geographically adjacent areas reducing the number of records
to 249. The surviving records ranged in number of househelds from 50 to
1,700. Thegse 249 records constitute the units from which the first-stage
gample 1s to be drawn. At this point they can be called "Primary Sampling
Units" (PSUs),

Update for New Construction

Planning agencles in Albany county were contacted ir order to dis-
cover where there was substantial new construction since 1970. The western
and sapﬁhern towns in the county had a relatively amall amount of new
construction but Albany city and the towns surrounding it (Cohoes, Colonie,
Guilderland and Bethlehem) had a fair amount of new construction. TFor each
of these five areaas, the number of new units and their locations were obtained *
These units were added to the 1970 household count of the appropriate PSUs #%
A total of 6,514 units were added to the 1970 count of 93,769 hhs resulting

in 100,283 hhs,

*All of the multiple unita we learned of were added, as well as the single
family and the two family units that constituted a subdivision of more than
five individual units.

**Each new dwelling unit was treated as 4n additional household.
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After this upmlate the J49 psiia ranged I number of households | rom
W0 Lo 939 The mean nomber of hounscholds was 419,19 and the satandard
deviavion, 277,41,
Sawpling Ratio

The Inftial sampling fraction {for a sample size of 400 when 100,283

is the total vumber of households {g:

400

LS 0.007399
100, 283

[f we assume a 95 percent coverape rate (the percent of existing
households found In the fleld) and a 75 percent response rate (the percent
of qualified houscholds that yield a completed interview), and {f we
estimate the rate of eligible households (houscholds with at least one
child between the ages of 1 and 10) as 25 percent * then the adjusted
sampling fraction is:

- 0.00399 . _0.00399 _ (. 9224
(.95) (.75) (.25) — 0.178125 ' '

and the final sampling fraction would be approximately 1/45,

This results in 10C,283/45 = 2,229, So that 2,229 households would
have to be screened to obtain a sample size of 400, or rounding off,
1f we select 50 PSUs, 45 households would be screened in each pPsu, for a

total of 2,250 households to be screened,

*This estimate was obtained by using the number of families with.own children
under 18 and the number of families with own children under 6 from the 1970
census data for Albany county and interpolating roughly between those numbers.
This yielded 24,000 families with children between 1 and 10 years old, which
is about 25 percent of the total number of households (93,769).
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implicit Stracif lcation and Sampling Probabil ity
Proportional to Size '

Stratif ication

The 249 PSUs were then stratif ied on three variables: urban-rural,
blasck—vhite, and median dncome. This stratif fed 14st appears on the
following pages.

Urban-yural -~ Percent rural population ranged from 0 to 100 with
3 P5Us having 100 percemt rursl populatdioss, 205 PSUs having 0 percent
tural population and 5 PSls contalndng 48, 74, 89, % and 94 percent
rural population. If a PSU contalned 50 percent or more rural population
it was placed in the rural stratun, so that this scratum is composed of
43 PSUs with a total of 14,165 hhs, The urban s tvatum contains 206 PSUs
with a total of 86,118 hhas.

Black-white -- Percent vwhite population ringed frxom 12 to 100. In
the rural stratum it ranged from §5 to 100 and im che urban stratum from
12 £ 100,

The rural stratum was divdded finto two blick~ghite strata: 96 per
cent white population or legs (5 PSUs) and 97 percent white population
or more (38 PSUs).

The urban stracum was d ivided into six bLick-yhite strata: less
thar: 80 percent white population (21 PSUs), 80-94 percent (20 PSUs),
95~97 percent (32 PSUs), 9B percent (35 PSUs), 99 percent (82 PSUs),

100 percemt (16 PSUss).
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Medfan lncomye -~ Median |ncome poer oAtratum ranped (rom about 54200

Lo about §19,200. For the rural stratum the range was from about $5600
to about $13,800 and for the urban stratum from about %4200 to about
319,200, Within each of the urban-rural/black-vhite strata the records
were ordered from high to low median income.

The listing below entitled "Listing After Stratification" represents
an ordering of PSUs in Albany county stratified by urban-rural status,
percent white, and median income. The two columns to the right present
respectively the updated estimates of number of households and cumulative

number of households. Details of the sampling plan continue on page A-19,
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Listing After Stratification

ED or Percent Number Cumulative
Record Tract/BG Urban-Rural White Median Income of HH _ HH
: 61 144 Rural 94% § 8,272 307 307
. 303,304  138.00/9,138.00/9 " 96 7,887 200 507
294 138.00/1 , 96 6,930 137 644
65 148 n 85 6,901 289 933
73 154 " - 91 5,588 90 1,023

— _ . R - -
42 132 " 100 13,837 189 1,212
24 115 " 98 13,375 803 2,015
47,48 134,135 L 98 12,446 158 2,173
13,352, 109,146.07/3 " 100 11,868 127 2,300

353 146.07/9

43,44 133,1338 " 99 10,671 374 2,674
31 o122 n 99 10,456 69 2,743
' 62 145 " 98 10,340 328 3,071
"o 108 " 99 10,021 411 3,482
57 140 " 99 9,877 61 3,543
289 137.02/1 " 99 9,813 259 3,802
287,288 137.01/9,137.01/9 " 99 9,760 316 4,118
32 123 " 99 9,693 521 4,639
258,259 135.02/9,135.02/9 " 98 9,273 387 5,026
"6 105 " 99 9,247 452 5,478
58 141 " 100 9,231 50 5,528
55,56 139,1398 " 100 9,191 66 5,594
60 143 " 98 9,168 428 6,022
2 102 " 99 9,112 274 6,296
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VLiggiqglAfzer Sctratification (continued)

ED or Percent Number Cumulative
Record Tract/BG Urban-Rural White  Median Income of HH ___BH

23 114 Rural 98% $ 8,963 232 6,528

51,52,53  137,137B,137C " 99 8,865 454 6,982
16,18 110,1108 " 100 8,761 234 7,216
*21 112 i, 99 8,757 162 7,378

35 126 " 99 8,716 396 7,774
25 116 " 97 8,659 734 8,508
20 111 iy 100 8,557 148 8,656

63 146 " 99 8,248 287 8,943

*16 127 ] 98 8,077 358 9,301
22 113 " 99 8,075 745 10,046

64 147 " 99 7,741 334 10,380

3,76 103, 861 o 98 7,705 321 10,701
71 152 noo 99 7,689 481 11,182
68,69 150, 150B n 99 7,626 932 12,114
33,34 124,125 " 99 7,533 321 12,435
28 119 " 99 7,515 491 12,926
70 151 " 99 7,479 198 13,124
29 118 " 99 6,941 544 13,668
29 120 " 98 6,806 107 13,775
72 153 " 99 6,504 390 14,165
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Listing After Stratification (continued)

ED or Percent Number  Cumulative
Record Tract/BG Urban-Rural White = Median Income of HH _HH

. 186 23.00/3 Urban 66% $ 9,038 229 14,394
) 192 25.00/2 " 40 8,325 93 14,487
115 7.00/4 " 76 7,329 673 15,160

*83 2.00/1 n 69 7,138 498 15,658

184 23.00/1 " 79 7,053 157 15,815

121 11.00/2 " 53 6,340 98 15,913

79 1.00/2 " 73 6,337 187 16,100

181 22.00/1 " 75 6,328 883 16,983

%187 23.00/4 " 55 6,256 666 17,649

195 125.,00/5 " 76 6,190 341 17,990

86 2.00/4 . 46 6,142 843 18,833

185 23,00/2 . 55 6,052 415 19,248

*122 11.00/3 " 70 5,893 112 19,360
’ 194 25.00/4 " 59 5,623 322 19,682
120 11.00/1 n 12 5,506 61 19,743

190 24.00/2 " 34 5,281 202 19,945

193 25.00/3 " 40 5,229 269 . 20,214

191 25.00/1 " 28 5,154 485 20,699

* g5 2.00/3 v 25 5,05 1,033 21,732

84 2.00/2 " 32 5,042 650 22,382

189 24.00/1 " 34 4,173 344 22,726

112 7.00/1 " 85 11,521 383 23,109

*177 21.00/2 L 92 11,348 175 23,284

P 347 146.02/1 " 92 10,934 200 23,484
113 7.00/2 " 86 9,994 311 23,795
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Listing After Stratification (continued)

ED or Percent Number Cumulative
Record Tract/BG Urban-Rural White Median Income of HH HH -
299 138.00/5 Urban 89% $ 9,721 150 23,945
176 21.00/1 " 93 9,184 702 24,647
77,200 1450, 26.00/9 " 81 8,857 258 24,905
"131 15.00/1 " 93 8,796 792 25,697
114 7.00/3 " 86 8,610 326 26,023
178 21.00/3 " 91 8,507 561 26,584
119 8.00/3 " 93 7,587 391 26,975
*116 7.00/5 " 81 7,569 510 27,485
118 8.00/2 " 89 7,549 489 27,974
182 22.00/2 " 89 7,419 566 28,540
198 26.00/3 " 87 7,418 175 28,715
117 8.00/1 " 80 7,368 264 28,979
*125 14.00/1 g 91 7,056 1,203 30,182
106 6.00/1 " 94 7,045 369 30,551
123 11.00/4 " 86 6,797 541 31,092
124 11.00/5 " 88 6,516 797 31,889
96 4.00/5 " 95 14,719 194 32,083
343 146.01/1 " 97 13,333 343 32,426
143 17.00/3 " 95 12,754 591 33,017
*350 146.02/4 " 96 12,601 416 33,433
310 139.00/6 " 97 12,560 206 33,639
30 139.00/1 " 96 12,283 491 34,130
59 142 " 97 12,136 138 34,268
160 19.01/1 " 96 12,091 247 34,515
© 113
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Record

298
*
134
137
169

26,74

136
*
103

296, 297

295
300

308

132

292, 293

230
*109
141

126

ED or

Tract/BG

© 138.00/4

15.00/4
16.00/2
20.00/1

117, 1778

16.00/1
5.02/2
138.00/2,
138,00/1
138.00/6
139.00/4
" 3,00/2
26.00/2

138.00/8

138.00/3

1

104, 136.00/1,
136.00/1, 136.00/1

15.00/3

15.00/2

137.02/9, 137.02/9

132.00/3
6.00/4
17.00/1

14,0072

7 Percent Number Cumulatdiv
Urban-Rural — White  Median Income of HE _HH

Urban 97 11,995 603 35,118
" 97 11,805 307 35,425
" 97 11,721 343 35,768
" 97 11,704 669 36,437
" 96 10,891 168 36,605
" 97 10,824 698 37,303
n 97 10,647 178 37,481
" 97 10,619 301 37,782
" 97 10,608 514 38,296
" 97 10, 374 162 38,458
" 96 10,304 374 38,832
" 96 10,212 1,700 40,532
" 96 10,014 496 41,028
" 96 9,964 363 41,391
" 97 9,907 236 41,627
" 95 9,883 437 42,064
" - 96 9,809 434 42,498
" 95 9,549 202 42,700
" 97 9,410 265 42,965
" 97 9,024 693 43,658
" 97 8,935 288 43,946
" 96 8,467 683 44,629
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Listing After Stratification (continued)

e ED or Urban Percent Number Cumulative
Record Tract/BG Rural White Median Income of HH ___HH
108 6.00/3 Urban 95 § 8,041 253 44,882
*107 " 6.00/2 " 95 7,783 586 45,468
145 17.00/5 " 98 17,314 ° 208 45,676
144 17.00/4 " 98 16,581 221 45,897
128 142.01/2 B 98 15,912 401 46,298
14,15, 37 109,1098,128 " 98 15,695 630 46,928
*334,336 142.02/2,142.02/9 " 98 15,097 417 47,345
266,267,268 136.00/3,136.00/3, . 98 14,281 1,171 48,516
136.00/3
11,12 108,108 . 98 14,225 155 48,671
*281 137.01/1 L 98 14,208 692 49,363
282,283 137.01/2,137.01/2 r 98 13,797 915 50,278
307 139.00/3 " 98 13,704 630 50,908
*93 4.00/2 n 98 13,607 732 51,640
138 16.00/3 L 98 13,469 341 51,981
7,8,9  106,106B,107 " 98 13,324 1,155 53,136
*149,150 18.01/3,18.01/3 " 98 13,234 699 53,835
163 19.01/4 " 98 12,986 284 54,119
4 103 " 98 12,876 561 54,680
167 19.02/3 = " 98 12,861 475 55,155
142 17.00/2 n 98 12,753 476 55,631
344 146.01/2 " 98 12,685 305 55,936
92,97 4.00/1,4.00/9 \ 98 12,630 668 56,604
%104 5.02/3 " 98 11,768 800 57,404 ‘
264,265 136.00/2,136.00/2 " 98 11,695 688 58,092 °
99 5.01/2 " 98 11,679 253 58,345
323 140.00/7 " 98 11,455 227 58,572
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Listing After Stratification (continued)

) ED or Urban- Percent Number Cumulative
. Record Tract/BG Rural =~ White  Median Income of HH ___HH
174 20.00/6 Urban 98% $11,321 280 58,852
309 139.00/5 " 98 10,942 391 59,243
*306 139.00/2 " 98 10,923 362 59,605
81 1.00/4 " 98 10,674 185 59,790
322 140.00/6 | " 98 10,522 350 60,140
196 26.00/1 " 98 10,393 490 60,630
127 14.00/3 " 98 9,708 246 60,876
199 26.,00/4 " 98 9,654 415 61,291
*80 1.00/3 " 98 8,857 - 584 61,875
102 5.02/1 " 98 8,764 235 62,110
78 1.00/1 oo 98 7,389 98 62,208
147 18.01/1 " 99 19,195 296 62,504
284 137.01/3 " 99 18,515 712 63,216
*338 142.03/2 " 99 17,628 319 63,535
339,.342  142.03/3, 142,03/9 " 99 16,768 228 63,763
340 142.03/4 " 99 16,615 345 64,108
148 18.01/2 " 99 16,463 589 64,697
, 151, 152 18.01/4, 18.01/4 " 99 14,842 311 65,008
*353,254  135.02/1, 135.02/1 " 99 14,494 393 65,401
! 30 121 " 99 14,446 782 66,183
156 18.02/2 | " 99 14,349 214 66,397
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Record
277, 278,
279, 280

*337
269, 270
166
348
165
94
*139
335
161
327
162
153, 154
*38, 39, 40
248
222
155

246,249,250

*290
140
17, 19
*255, 256

88

D or
Tract/BG

136.00/9, 136.00/9,
136.00/9, 136.00/9
142.03/1

136.00/4, 136.00/4
19.02/2

146.02/2

19.02/1

4.00/3

16.00/4

142.02/3

19.01/2
142.01/1

19.01/3
18.01/9, 18.01/9
129, 129B, 130
135.01/3
130.00/6

18.02/1

135.01/2,135.01/4,
135.01/4

137.02/1

16.00/5
110, 1108
135.02/2, 135.02/2

3.00/1

Urban- Percent _ Number Cumulative
Rural White Median Income of HH HH S
Urban 99% $14,330 732 67,129 ¢

" 99 14,113 559 67,688

" 99 13,807 285 67,973

" 99 13,79 352 668,325

" 99 13,626 183 68,508

" 99 13,536 326 68,834

" 99 13,382 347 69,181

" 99 13,366 247 69,428

" 99 13,171 292 69,720

" 99 13,029 350 70,070

" 99 12,940 503 70,573

" 99 12,838 270 70,843  *

" 99 12,776 204 71,047

. 99 12,688 363 71,410

" 99 12,685 - 405 71,815

" 99 12,601 218 72,033

" 99 12,528 403 72,436

" 99 12,269 524 72,960

" 99 12,152 1,474 74,434

" 99 12,101 201 74,633

L 99 12,062 313 14,948

" 99 12,052 662 5,610

" 99 11,950 448 16,058
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Listing After Stratification (continued)

ED or Urban- Pexcent Number Cumulative

Record Tract/BG Rural White = Median Income of HH _ HH
158 18.02/4 Urban 99% $11,918 %0 76,398
*313 140,00/1 " 99 11,909 1,384 77,782
172 20.00/4 " 99 11,834 174 77,956
245 135.01/1 " 99 11,800 868 78,824
95 4.00/4 " 99 11,569 255 79,079
*101 5.01/4 n 99 11,513 479 79,558
49, 50, 326 136, 136B, 141.00/1 " 99 11,496 188 79,746
333 142.,02/1 n 99 11,476 595 80,31
171 20,00/3 " 99 11,429 351 80,692
98 5.01/1 " 99 11,379 295 80,987
*51, 252 135.01/9, 135.01/9 " 99 11,246 1,939 82,926
173 20.00/5 " 99 11,214 400 83,326
®, 242 101, iga.oo/ﬁ " 99 11,013 230 83,556
220 130.00/4 " 99 10,930 526 84,082
314, 315 140,00/2, 140.00/2 " 99 10,926 574 84,656
%6, 67 149, 149B " 99 10,890 877 85,533
236 133.00/3 " 99 10,660 485 86,018
316, 317 140.00/3, 140.00/3 99 10,493 549 86,567
170 20.,00/2 o 99 10,458 475 87,042
320, 321 140.00/5, 140.00/5 " 99 10, 390 249 87,291
324 140.00/8 " 99 10,348 119 87,410
*100 5.01/3 " 99 10,265 221 87,631
241 134.00/4 " 99 10,255 302 87,933
218 130.00/2 n 99 10,212 284 88,217
318, 319 140.00/4, 140.00/4 " 99 10,086 325 88,542
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Listing After Stratification (continued)

ED or Urban Percent Number Cumulative

Record Tract/BC Rural White  Median Income of HH ~__ HH
201 127.00/1 Urban 99% $10,007 355 88,897
301 138.00/7 | " 99 9,898 279 89,176
*202 127.00/2 L 99 9,737 316 89,492
212 129.00/2 o 99 9,395 185 89,677
41 131 " 99 9,391 101 89,778
224 131.00/1 n 99 9,375 222 90,000
237 133.00/4 L 99 9,304 493 90,493
219 130.00/3 " 99 9,283 474 90,967
234 133.00/1 " 99 9,158 273 91,240
*235 133.00/2 " 99 9,002 415 91,655
231 132.00/4 y 99 8,996 403 92,058
206 128.00/3 n 99 8,927 361 92,419
225 131.00/2 n 99 8,807 423 . 92,842
240 134.00/3 " 99 8,781 310 93,152
207 128,00/4 " 99 8,390 181 93,333
*214 129.00/4 " 99 8,043 306 93,639
205 128.00/2 y 99 8,011 238 93,877
209 128.,00/6 " 99 7,664 391 94,268
229 132.00/2 n 99 7,558 409 94,677
228 132.00/1 " 99 7,547 219 94,896
208 128.00/5 " 99 7,187 545 95,441
*210 128,00/7 " 99 7,081 212 95,653
213 129.00/3 " 99 6,962 590 96,243
204 128.00/1 " 99 6,896 220 96,463

119




A-18

Listing After Stratification (

ED or Urban~ Percent Number Cumulative

Record ~ Tract/BG Rural_ White  Median Income of HH __HH __
54, 75 | 138, 82118 Urban 1007 $17,383 356 96,819
329 142.01/3 " 100 16,503 146 96,965
351 146.02/5 " 100 13,017 176 97,141
349 146.02/3 " 100 12,933 226 97,367

*332 142,01/9 " 100 12,389 122 97,489
45, 46 133¢, 133 " 100 11,498 124 97,613
157 18.02/3 " 100 11,375 183 97,796
217 130.00/1 " 100 11,089 345 98,141
221 130.00/5 " 100 10, 764 402 98,543
238 134.00/1 " 100 9,591 148 98,691
239 134.00/2 " 100 9,495 162 98,853
203 127.00/3 " 100 9,357 235 99,088
232 132,00/5 n 100 8,616 315 99,403

*227 131.00/4 " 100 8,490 121 99,524
226 131.00/3 " 100 8,361 360 99,884
211 129.00/1 " 100 6,732 399 100,283

,
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sampling Plan

First-Stage Sample -- It was decided that 50 of the 249 PSUs

(approximately 20 %) would be selected in the first-stage sample and
that this selection would be with probability proportional to size. When
50 PSUs are selected, the sampling interval is 2005,66 (100,283/50), so
that a random number between zero and 2005.66 was selected ag a starting
point in the cumulative hh list. Using the sampling interval of 2005,66,
we then counted down the cumulative list to obtain 50 sampling points.
The listed records marked with an aséerisk on the preceding pages were
the PSUs selected in thisg first-stage sample.

For an ultimate sample size of QOD; with 50 PSUs, we would expect
to obtain, on the average, 8 completed interviews in each PSU. With the
coverage, response and eligible household rates that we estimate, we ex~
pect 1t to be necessary to screen 45 hcgsehalds in each PSU on the average
to obtain 8 completed interviews.

Second-Stage Sample -- Each of the 50 selected PSUs was divided in-

to segments with a minimum segment size of about 45% in order to obtain
the desired 8 completed interviews. For this purpose block statisticg**
were used when they were available, otherwise aerial photeographs and New
York State Department of Transportation Planimetric Maps (1:24,0DO-Series)
were employed. The number of dwelling units listed for each block or
found in the aerial photographs and maps was then corrected aceariing to

the household count employed in the first-stage sample.

*44.9268

**U, 8. Bureau of the Census. Census of Housing: 1970. BLOCK STATISTICS.
Final Report HC (3)-156 Albany-Schenectady-Troy, New York Urbanized Area,.

12i




A=20

The number of acgments {n each PSU varfed from 1 to 15. One Hep -
ment in cach of the 50 PSUs was then selected with probabtlity proportional
to size. According to the number of households in each selected sepment
a sampling ratio which served as the sampling interval was determined,
and with a random starting point, a liat of the selected dwelling unit
numbers in each segment was generated.

The procedure followed s illustrated on the next page. Tract 1.00,
BG3, with 584 households was one of the 50 selected in the first-utage
sample. Based on the block statistics which are presented by block num-
bers, the block group was divided into 5 segments with 82-166 dwelling
units aplece. Using a random integer from 1 to 584, the second segment
with 166 hhs was selected., Finally, since we wanted to sample one in
every 166/44.9268 = 3,6949 hhs, from a random starting point between 1
and 3.6949 (the '"seed" 2.0874), we asked our listers to identify the 2nd,
6th, 9th, etc. dwelling unit in the selected segment,

The listers in the field then employed the selected dwelling unit
numbers to generate an address list to be approached by the interviewers,
The selected segments and the results of field listing appear on pages

A-22 to A=24,
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A= .i{ 1

Tract .00 G 584HH
Dwelling

Block Dwalllng Units

Number Units  Corrected Segments Cumulation
301 151 146 | 146 146
302 6Y 67
307 171 312 Selected
304 0 410
305 32
306 46 502
307 54
308 48 584
309 31

Selection: Block 30)
pDUts? ¢+ 1R6
RAND= feS65As  SAMP RAT 0= 38949y SEED= 2090874
2= 6= 9= 13= 17= 21z 4= Z28= 32= 35

39« 41s= 46z 50e 4= 58x 61= 65= 69= 72

T6= Ag= 83x RT= 91= 94w 98x 142= 19€a 149
113= 117= 12¢@e 124= 128= 131= 135« 139x 142= 146
158 154> 167 16 1= 165 1fR2 1712« 176= 179= 183
187= 191 194= 198= 702« 205 249s Z%3s 2 16a 224
224w 227= 23> r& L1 230« 24 2= 7462 250= 253= 257
28 1= ?6dz= 268z 217= 278x= 279 283» 207> 290e 294
298= k1 AL k[ 24 309 312 316 320u KFLE] 327s= Kk |
330.933¢

2
"
x
v
]
]
=
| J
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Segments Selected In the Second Stage

Dwelling

Unitd sampled
LD or Block or Expected Found Dwelling
Record Tract/BG Segment _ __HH In Listing Units
42 132 3 52 34 29
10 108 902 198 198 45
6 105 7 42 31 31
21 112 2 88 110 56
36 127 4 . 45 43 43
68,69 150,150B 4 66 62 42
27 118 6 60 56 40
83 2,00/1 107 146 353 (224 Sr, 109 (70 Sr.
Citizen units) Citizen units)
187 23.90/4 401 257 277 48
122 11.00/3 301-305 69 0 0
85 ‘ 2.00/3 306-307 149 127 39
177 21.00/2 201-203 175 169 (34 43 (9 "Adults
"Adults only") only")
131 15.00/1 104 107 94 39
116 7.00/5 502-503 143 133. 42
125 14.00/1 104 145 154. 47
124 11.00/5 507-509,518 142 135 43
350 146.02/4 401é403. 104 98 42
134 15.00/4 403-404,406 93 115 56
103 5.02/2 201,205-207 88 113 57
89 3.00/2 226 135 116 39
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Segments Selected in the Second Stage (continued)
Dwelling
Units Sampled
ED or Block or Expected Found Dwelling
Record Tract/BG Segment __HH In Listing Units
302 138.00/8 807-809,811~
816,818-820 88 89 44
109 6.00/4 409 156 170 49
107 6.00/2 205 97 82 38
334,336 142.02/2, 201,203-206 94 78 38
142-02/9
281 137.01/1 101 320 347 49
93 4.00/2 - 201 176 175 b4
149,150 18.01/3, 305-307 104 97 42
18.01/3
142 17.00/2 202,204 84 76 40
104 5.02/3 306 333 27 4
306 139.00/2  203-204,207-208 89 91 46
80 1.00/3 303 166 148 40
338 142,03/2 203-208 106 112 47
253,254 135.02/1, , 111 291 376 58
135.02/1
337 142,03/1 115-118 127 153 54
139 16.00/4 403-404 75 73 44
38,39,40 129,129B, 214-219, 101 366(213 Sr. 156(102 Sr.
130 301-305 Citizens inits)Citizens units)
290 137.02/1 131 136 288 94
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Segments Selected in the Second Stage (continued)

Dwelling
Units Sampled
ED or Block or Expected Found Dwelling
Record Tract/BG Segment __HH In Listing Units
255,256 135.02/2, 204 114 26 11
135.02/2
313 140.00/1 108 122 151 55
101 5.01/4 407 207 249(195 Sr. 54(42 Sr
Citizen units) Citizen units)
251,252 135.01/9, 901-903 134 126 43
o 135.01/9
1,242 101,134.00/5 101,501-503 107 107 45
66,67 149,149B 6 60 74 55
100 5.01/3 . 304-306 123 148 54
202 127.00/2 201=203 106 111 47
235 133.00/2 205-206 93 83 40
214 129.00/4 401-403 111 101 41
210 128.00/7 701-703,708 115 129 51
332 142,01/9 902 122 58 21
227 131.00/4 401=412 121 175 65

TOTALS: 6382 6704 2359
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sSampling Results

At the completion of the listing process, 2,359 dwelling units had
been sampled and the addresses and other information necegsary to find
these units were turned over tc the interviewers. During the screening
process the interviewers found an additional 36 dwelling units at the
listed addresses. (This resulted, for example, when the lister, on the
basis of his information, considered a dwelling unit to be a one~family
house but the interviewer discovered it to be occupied by two or more
separate householus. 1In such cases all of the households at that address
were approached.) In addition, during the screening process, 143 listed
units were found to be unoccupied (a vacancy rate of 5,97%). These addi-
tions and subtractions resulted 1in 2,252 households appearing in the
gample.

Only those households containing at least one child between the
ages of 1 and 10 years were "qualified" for the study. Screening dis-
covered 503 qualified households of the 2,252 in the sample. Of those
503 households, 424 resulted in completed interviews. Of the remaining
79 households, 56 refused to be interviewed and 23 could not be inter-
viewed for a variety of reasons (e!g.’not at home, no English spoken).

Calculation of the sampling ratio prior to sampling used estimates
of the coverage, qualified and previous ratea. Coverage rate was
assumed to be 95% and turned out to be: sampled hhs/expected hhs =
2,252/2,250 = 100.1%. Qualified rate was estimated to be 25% and
was: qualified hhs/sampled hhs = 503/2,252 = 22.34%. Response rate was
estimated at 75% was: caﬁpleted interviews/qualified hhs = 424/503 =

84,29%.
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TIT. SARATOGA COUNTY

Preprocessing

The first-count data for Szratoga county were in the form of 104
records representing 66 whole Enumeration Districts (EDs), 13 EDs split
in two, 1 ED split in four and 8 Block Groups (BGs),

The following manipulations were performed on the original 104
records:

1. Records that represented "phantom'" BGs were dropped (2BGs) and
one ED representing the zero-population Adirondack Forest Preserve was
dropped. This resulted in 101 surviving records.

2, Records which represented split EDs that were not discriminable
on field maps were pooled (a total of 12 split ED records were pooled - -
9 EDs split in two were combined into 9 whole EDs and 1 ED split 1in four
was combined into 1 whole ED). In addition, whole‘EDs which could not
be appropriately discriminated from one another were pooled* (a total of
3 EDs were pooled in this uianner-~ 3 EDs were combined into one and, in
another case, 2 EDs were combined into one). This left 86 records.

3. Finally, the four records containing fewer than 50 hhs were
pooled with geographically adjacent areas reducing the number of records
to 82,

The surviving records ranged in number of households from 73 to

1,655, These 82 records constitute the units from which the first-stage

*This occurred because most of Saratoga county is outside the SMSA and
was enumerated down to block level in a state-contracted census. In
some instances this resultéd in non-alignment of first-count data with
block statistics and required pooling.
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sample is to be drawn, At this point they can be called "Primary Sampling
Unita" (PSus).

Update for NgyﬂCDngt;uctiQ@

Planning agencies in Saratoga county were contacted in order to

discover where there was substantial new construction since 1970, A

rather large amount of new construction was reported along the corridor

of the Northway, a major, relatively new, north-south road. Whenever

possible, town officials were contacted to determine the number of new

units, including trailer spaces, and their location *, These units were

added to the 1970 household count of the appropriate PSUs**, A total of

5,202 units were added to the 1970 count of 35,6586 hhs resulting in 40,888 hhs.
After this update the 82 PSUs ranged in number of households from 73

to 1,974. The mean number of households was 498.63 and the standard devi-

ation, 375,26.

Sampling Ratio
The initial sampling fraction for a sample size of 400 when 40,888
is the total number of households is:

_400
40,888

0.00978
If we assume a 95 percent coverage rate (the percent of existing

households found in the field) and a 75 percent response rate (the percent

*All of the multiple units we discovered were added, as well as the single-
family, two-family and trailer space units that constituted a grouping of
more than five individual units.

*#*Each new dwelling unit was treated as an additional household.




of qualified households that yileld a completed interview), and 1f we esti-
. mate the rate of eligible or qualified households (households with at least

one child between the ages of 1 and 10) as 30 percent*, then the adjusted

sampling fraction is:
(ggsg'i?ggg%éé) = §313s = 0.0458
and the final sampling fraction would be approximately 1/22.

This results in 40,888/22 = 1,859, So that 1,859 households would
have to be screened Lo obtain a sample size of 400, or converting the
number in each PSU to 38 rather than 37,18, 1,900 households would have
to be screened.

Implicit Stratification and Sampling Probability
Proportional to Size
Stratification
The 82 PSUs were stratified on three variables: urban-rural, black-

white, and median income. This stratified list appears on the following
pages, |

Urban-rural -- Percent rural population was 0 or 100 with 45 PSUs
having 100 percent rural population and 37 PSUs having 0 percent rural
population.. The rural stratum is composed of 21,434 households and the
urban stratum, 19,454 households.

Black-white -~ Percent white population ranged from 81 to 100. In

the rural stratum it ranged from 98 to 100 and in the urban stratum from

81 to 100.

*This estimate was obtained by using the number of families with own children
under 18 and the number of families with own children under 6 from the 1970
' census data for Saratoga county and interpolating roughly between those
numbers, This ylelded 12,500 families with children bétween 1 and 10 years
old,which is about 30 percent of the total number of households (40,888),

ERIC | 1390




Lack of varfability on percent white population in the rural
stratum caused this not to be a useful stratifying variable within this
stratum. However, the urban stratum was divided Into two black-white
strata: less than 98 percent white population (9PSUs) and 98-100 per-
cent white population (28PSUs).

Median Income -- Median income per stratum ranged from about

$2,700 to about $18,400. For the rural stratum the range was from about
$2,700 to about $14,400 and for the urban itratum from about $6,300 to
about $18,400. Within each of the urban-rural/black-white strata the
records were ordered from high to low median income.

The listing on the following pages entitled "Listing After
Stratification" represents an ordering of PSUs in Saratoga county strat-
ified by urban-rural status, percent white, and median income. The'two
columns to the right present respectively the updated estimates of num-
ber of households and cumulative number of households. Details of the

sampling plan continue on page A-34.
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Listing After ﬁtra;ificgtidg

ED or Urban- Percent Median Number Cumulative
Record Tract/BG Rural White Income of HH _HH
54 549 Rural 100% $ 2,733 73 73
18 517 " 100 4,250 128 201
19 518 " 100 4,292 204 405
*20 519 " 99 4,665 196 601
13 512 " 99 4,935 115 716
91 577 " 100 5,372 76 792
69,72 561,563 " 99 5,749 466 1,258
*65 558 " 99 6,083 547 1,805
*14 513 " 99 6,127 328 2,133
29 527 " 99 6,170 156 2,289
30 528 " 99 6,180 451 2,740
*28 526 " 100 6,589 219 2,959
26 524 " 99 6,593 519 3,478
63,64 557,557B " 99 6,732 251 3,729
*27 525 " 99 6,734 450 4,179
*12 511 " 99 6,74; 534 4,713
*%50,51 546,546B " 99 6,8§§ 1,526 6,239
*23,24 522,522B " 98 6,949 1,128 7,367
68 560 " 100 6,952 430 7,797
*22 521 " 99 7,352 436 8,233
84 572 " 100 7,386 143 8,376
*53 548 " 99 7,420 560 8,936
8 507 " v 100 7,466 241 9,177
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Listing After Stratification (continued)

7 ED or Urban- Percent Median Number Cumulative

Record Tract/BC Rural. ~ VWhite = Income of HH —HH
52 547 Rural 99% $ 7,615 78 9,255
70,71 562, 5628 "o 99 7,621 679 9,934
95 - 580 rural " 100 7,767 126 10,060
*21 520 " 98 7,809 708 10,768
*%80,81,82,83 571,571B,C,D " 99 7,820 1,809 12,577
*7 506 " 99 7,877 504 13,081
55 550 " 98 7,961 215 13,296
15,16 514,515 " 100 7,973 186 13,482
*60 555 " 99 8,215 564 14,246
*78 569 " 99 8,242 629 14,675
*59 554 " 99 8,427 532 15,207
61 556 " 99 8,547 203 15,410
46 542 " 99 8,832 | 412 15,822
*66,67 559,5598B " 98 8,872 500 16,322
25 523 " 99 8,912 131 16,453
*79 570 " 99 8,929 533 16,986
45 541 " 99 8,973 466 17,452
* 94 579 " 99 9,087 631 18,083
86 573 " 99 9,481 353 18,436
*56 551 " 100 10,175 418 18,854
;*92,93 578,578B " 99 10,615 1,974 20,828
*87 574 " 99 14,433 606 21,434
38 534 Urban 89 6,322 124 21,558
*39 535 " 81 6,772 682 22,240
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Listing After Stratification (continued)

ED or Urban=- Percent Median Number Cumulative

Record Tract/BG Rural _ White Income of HH HH
*37 533 Urban 95% 58,111 482 22,722
43 539 " 87 8,925 523 23,245
*41 537 " 97 8,984 282 23,527
%42 538 " 96 9,092 865 24,392
*36 532 " 93 9,171 743 25,135
32 5298 " 97 9,599 171 25,306
44 540 A" 96 10,796 294 25,600
9 508 " 100 7,928 155 25,755
%49 545 " 100 8,348 290 26,045
48 544 "o 29 8,383 581 26,626
| %102 628/2 " 99 8,608 377 27,003
101 628/1 " 99 8,784 423 27,426
*%73,74,75 564,565,566 " 99 8,804 1,131 28,557
*76,77 567,568 " 99 8,962 926 29,483
99 627/3 " 100 9,036 409 29,892
97,98 627/1,627/2 " 99 9,120 209 30,101
4,5 503, 504 " 99 9,197 364 30,465
*40 536 " 98 9,220 582 31,047
*10 509 " 99 9,471 604 31,651
47 543 " 99 9,496 503 32,154
*11 510 " 99 9,501 311 32,465
3 502 " 99 9,898 551 33,016
%103 628/3 " 99 10,134 215 33,231
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Listing After Stratificatlon (continued)

ED or Urbhan- Percent Median
Record Tract/BG Rural White Income

*1,2 . 501,501B Urban 99 § 10,456
35 531 " 98 10, 544
*57 552 " 98 11,100
58 553 " 99 11,157
*6 505 " 100 11,185
85 572 " 99 11,932
A%31 529 " 98 12,156
%33, 34 530, 5308 " 99 12,742
96 580 urban " 99 12,954
%62 556 " 99 13,891
90 576 " 99 14,597

**88,89 575,575B " 98 18,444

135

Number
of HH

976

423

254
1,370
1,045

144

540

384

1,482

Cumulative

~HH

34,207
34,630
35,016
35,297
35,669
35,923
37,293
38,338
38,482
39,022
39,406

40,888
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Sampling Plan

First-Stage Sample -~ It was decided that, as in the case of Albany

county, 50 sampling points would be selected in the first-stage sémple,

with the selection, again, with probability proportional to size. However,
since there were only 82 PSUs in Saratoga county, in some instances a PSU
would be selected more than once. (It turned out that six PSUs were selected

twice.) With 50 sampling points, the sampling interval is 817.76 (40,888/50)

point in the cumulative hh 1list. Using the sampling interval of 817.76,
we then counted down the cumulative list to obtain 50 gsampling points. The
listed records marked with an asterigk on the preceding pages were the PSUs
selected in this first-stage sample. Daublé asterisks indicate that the
PSU was selected twice.

For an ultimate sample size of 400, with 50 sampling points, we would
expect to cbtain,-an the average, 8 completed interviews in each PSU (or 16
if the PSU was selected twice). With the coverage, response and eligible
household rates that we estimate, we expect it to be necessary to .screen 38;
households in each PSU on the average to obtain 8 completed interviews.

Second-Stage Sample -~ Each of the selected PSUs was divided into

segments with a minimum sequent size of about 38% in order to obtain the
desired 8 completed interviews. For this purpose block statistics** were

used when they were available, otherwise New York State Department of

*37.6170
**%U, 5. Bureau of the Census. Census of Housing: 1970. BLOCK STATISTICS.
N Final Report HC (3) - 156 Albany-Schenectady-Troy, New York Urbanized
Area,

U. S. Bureau of the Census, Census of Housing: 1970. BLOCK STATISTICS,
Final Report HC (3) - 163. Selected Areas in New York.
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Tranéportatian Planimetric Maps (1:24,000 Series) were employed, The
number of dwelling units listed for each block or found in the maps.was
then corrected according to the household count employed in the first—
stage sample,

The number of segments in each PSU ranged from 2 to 14, One segment
was then selected (or two if the P5U had been initially selectéd twice) with
probability proportional to size. According to the number of households in
each selected segment a sampling ratio which served as the sampling interval
was determined, and with a random starting point, a list of the selected
dwelling unit numbers in each segment was generated,

The procedure followed is illustrated on the next two pages.
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Example of Second-Stage Sample

ED 510 : 311 HH

Dwelling
Block Dwelling Units
Number Units Corrected Segments Cumulation

223 34 33
224 16 15
225 4 4 f—r_ g5 85

226 13 13

301 21 20
302 22 21

303 38 36
304 0 0
305 0 0 f——as1 166
306 0 0
307 18 17
308 7 7
309 87 84 |
310 21 20

311 0 0
312 17 16 145 311 Selected
313 8 8
314 18 17
315 0 0

316 0 0
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Example of Second-Stage Sample (continued)

ED 510 ' . 311 HH .

Selection: Blocks 309-316

. v
: ., &
Cow

DU'S? 1145  RAND=  8.2146, SAMP RATIO=  3.8564, SEED= . @v8276. '

L

i=. 5= 9= 18= 16= 2@= 24= 28= = 32s= 36 _
39= 43w 47= 51= 55m= 59= 63= 66= 70= 74 A
78=  82= 86m . 90m° 93w 97m 101= 105=  109s= e
117=  120= 124w 126= 132= - 136= 140= la4=  14T= 15i
1552  159= 163= 167T= 171= 174= - 178= 182= 186= 190
194 198= £91= 205= 209 213=.  2|7= 221=  £24= 228

. 23gm 236= 240 244=  248= 251=  p55=  259= - 263= 267
£7i=  275= 278=  282= 286 : ! - o
26641980 E
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Segments Selected in the Second Stage
. Block Dwelling Units Sampled
) ED or or T UExpected Found Dwelling
Record Tract/BG Segment —HH In Listing Units
20 519 2 ' 103 175 64
65 558 813 95 87 34
14 513 1 94 160 64
28 526 201-210, 108 85 30
212-220 _
27 525 121-124 97 106 4
12 511 901-904, 90 115 48
: 909
50,51 546,546B 914-915 405 160 14
50,51 546,546B 935-942 115 134 A
23,24 522,5228 3640 80 125 59
1, 22 521 918-920, 156 ' 156 37
925-926
53 548 7 84 82 : 36
70,71 562,562B 111-119, - 98 207 80
929-932
21 520 933-934, 79 102 48
936-938
80-83 571A-D 815,820 101 148 56
80-83 571A-D - 839 184 207 42
7 506 936-941 96 104 , 41
60 555 - 920-924 108 142 50
78 569 _ 825-826, 260 226 33
833-835 :
4

59 554 804,814 217 265 46

66,67 559,559B 824,912 205 305 56
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Segments Selected in the Second Stage (continued)
Block Dwelling Units Sampled '
ED or or Expected Found Dwelling
Record Tract/BG Segment ___HH In Listing Units
79 570 809-812 75 111 56
94 579 958-961 113 111 37
56 551 918-922, 81 68 32
924
92,93 578,578B 802 130 174 51
92,93 578,578B 922 329 128 15
87 574 101 416 525 48
39 535 503-504 75 79 40
37 533 112-113, 81 74 35 .
512 :
41 537 122-133 118 120 39 -
42 538  306-307 74 83 42
36 532 317,320-324, 74 81 41
401-403 -
49 * 545 313-317 133 154 44
102 628/2 210,217-218 72 77 41
73-75 564-566 305-309 88 124 ' 54
73-75 564-566 415,417, 74 g, . 43
419-423
76,77 567,568 212-215 87 82 36
97,98 627/1,627/2  201-212 114 139 45
40 536 208-209, 73 79 | 40
S 217-219
10 509 211-213 90 65 27
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Block ' Dwelling Units Sampled
ED or or Expected Found Dwelling
Record Tract/BG Segment __HH In Listing Units

11 510 309-316 145 166 43
103 628/3 301-309 109 115 40
1,2 501,501B 916 101 108 41

57 552 101,103, 72 79 41
105-107

6 505 311-313 110 110 38
31 529 215 786 852 41
31 529 232 229 177 29

33,34  530,530B 206-207, 79 71 .33
, 210

62 556 urban 407-410, 87 115 - 50
412,414

88,8  575,575B- ~~201-207 705 758 40

88,89 275,575B 412 230 235 38

Totals: 7,725 8,236 2,124
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Sampling Results

At the completion of the listing process, 2,124 dwelling units
had been sampled and the addresses and other information necesgary to
find these units were provided to the interviewers. During the screen-
ing process the interviewers found an additional 7 dwelling units at
the ;istéd addresses. In addition, during screening 76 units were found
to be unéccupied (a vacancy rate of 3.57%) and 41 listed units were
vacation homes. These additions and subtractions resulted in 2,014
households appearing in the sample.

Screening discovered 638 of the 2,014 households to be qualified.
for the study (households with at least one child between 1 and 10 years
of age). Of these 638 households, 552 resulted in completed interviews.
.0f the remaining 86 households, 50 refused to be interviewed and 36
could not be interviewed for a variety of reasons (e.g.,not -at home, no
English spoken).

Calculation of the sampling ratio prior to samplinggemplcyéd estia
mates of the coverage, qualified and response rates. Coverage rate was
assumed to be 95% and turned out to be: sampled hhs/expected hhs =
2014/1900 = 1061; Qualifiéd'fate was estimated to be 307 and was:
qualified hhs/sampled hhs = 638/2014 = 31.68%. Response rate was esti-~
mated at 75% and was: completed interviews/qualified hhs = 552/638 =

86.52%.
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£
»
APPENDIX B
PREDICTOR VARIABLES AND CRITERION VARIABLES

IN ANALYTIC MODEL 2

*
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TABLE 1B; PREDICTOR VARTABLES IN ANALYTIC MODEL 2

Predictor Sét

and Variable _Description

I.  SUBJECT
1, Age  Coded as age of sample child in years, ranging from I to 10, Schedule A
covers age 1;Schedule B, ages 2 to 4; and Schedule C, ages 5 to 10,
2. Sex 1 = Yengle, ? = Yale
I COUNTY
3, County 1=Albany, 2=8aratoga

IIT PSU DIPO INDEX

4, PSU DIPO Index - Bach fanily recelved a DIPOilndex geore (gee below-=Family DIPO Index), -
: A mean for each PSU (Primary Sampling Unit) was obtained by averaging the W
family scores within each PSU. \

Iy P§UD,I,P,0

5. PSUD Each fanily received a Dependency status score (see below=-Family DIPO Index),
| A mean for each PSU was obtained by averaging the family scores within each PSU,
6, PSUT As above, using the family Incomplete Family scores,
l?; PSU P As above, using the family Premature Birth scores,
* PSUO As above, using the family Out=of-Wedlock Birth scores.

V. OTHER PSU VARTABLES

8, Urbanization 1=Rural, 2=Urban, Based on 13970 census data, each PSU was designated as
rural or urban, In almost all cases the population in these PSUs was either
100% rural or 1007 utban, In the few PSUs for which this was not the case, 5
status was deternined according to the status of the majority of the population, -

* A nunber 4s onitted here since the analysis employed the PSU DIPO Index and, therefore, one of the four
- Components of the Index 1s a redundant variable,
Q .




TABLE 1B: PREDICTOR VARTABLES IN ANALYTIC MODEL 2 (cont'd)

Predictor Set
and Varfable ~— ~ Descriptln

V  OTHER PSU VARIABLES

(cont'd)
9. Percent White Coded as percent white population 1n each PSU based on 1970
census data,
10, Median Incone Coded 23 median income in each PSU based on estimates prepared by

National Plaﬂning Data, Ithaca, N.Y., employing 1970 census data,
VI NEIGHBORHOOD VARIABLES

11, Safety of Neighborhood  Each family received a score on neighborhood safety based on their answers
to questions about the occurrence of crimes against the persons and property
of household menbers during the last year. High numbers indicate the
relative absence of such occurrences (safe nelghborhood) and low numbers
indicate the relative presence of such ogcurrences (unsafe neighborhood). &

-

12, Mouse Condition Each fanily received a score on house condition based on the interviewer's
observation of exterior and interior conditions of the respondent's
dvelling unit, High numbers indicate relatively good conditions and low
numbers, relatively poor conditions,

©VII FAMTLY DIPO INDEX

13. Tanily DIPO Index A score was developed for each family by counting "1" for the occurrence
. - of welfare incone in 1974, incomplete family status, and premature and
’ out=of-wedlock status for any of the children in the hougehold, and
counting "2" for the abeence of each of these. The resulting Family
DIPO Index ranges from 4 to 8, with high scores 1ndicating the relative
l‘ 47 absence of these conditions,

VLI PAMTLY STRUCTIRE | 148

14, Respondent Age * Coded as the age of the respondent in years,

#




TABLE 13: PREDICTOR VARTABLES IN ANALYTTG HODEL 2 (cont'd)

Predictor Set
and Vortable oo Deserlptdon

VIIT FAMILY STRUCTURE (cont'd)

13. Total Children Coded as the nunber of children under 18 years of age residing in the
Under 18 household
16. Total Adults Coded a3 the number of persons 18 and older residing in the household,

IX  VORK STATUS

17, Tather's Work 2 = Full-time work, 1 = Other
Statug
18, Respondent's Work 2 = Not working at all, | = Other
Status
o
n
X FBAMILY SES ¥
19, Tanily Tncone Coded as total grass family income for 1974 reported E? respondent.
20, Hollingshead SIS The higher the number, the higher the father's occupatiorial end educational
Index . gtatus, vhich are the components of the SES Index, (If information wag

not available for the father, the mother's oceupational and educational

status were used;) Information shout the father's occupation was converted

to codes 1-7, ranging from 1 = ungkilled, to ] = higher executives, pro-
prietors of large concerns and major professionals, Father's education was
converted to codes -7, ranging from 1 = less than 7 years of school,

through 7 = graduate, professional training, Occupational status was weighted
by 7 and educational status by 4, The resulting sum congtituted the

family's SES Index,

21, Respondent Education (oded as the number of years of schooling reported.by the respondent and
converted to codes 1-7, 45 for father's education,

;5




TABLE 18: PREDICTOR VARTABLES IN ANALYTIC MODEL 2 (cont'd)

Predictor Set

and Varigble — e _Description _ ]
4l ETHNICITY
22, Ethniclty h@@ZEW&JHME;HEHMMIEMEMMﬁﬁﬂHmk
child as reported by the respondent,
XII FAMILY ATMOSPHERE
23, Times Moved Coded as the number of times the respondent reported having moved over the

* ¢ lngt flve years, and then reversed so that the higher the number, the
fever the moves,

24, Happlness During Degree of happiness about having the baby reported by the respondent for
Pregnancy herself and the father, (dn average of two items), The higher the number,

the greater the happiness,
. W
. , o , _ |
25, Respondent Health Respondent's report of the state of her health, ranging from 1 = very poor,
through 3 = excellent,

26, Adult Delinquency Rmmnﬂﬁm%ammnmmﬁwmmnmmwmﬁm
members of the household, High numbers indicate shsence of such problems,

XIIT FAMILY DISCIPLINE

27, Consistency of hm@ﬁmﬂﬁﬁﬁmﬂ@@ﬂm@mmmmmh
Punishment the sample child, Coded from 1 = almost never, through 5 = every time.

8. Respondent Strictness  Respondent's report of how strict she is vith the sample child, Coded
as 1 = very easy, through 5 = very strict,




TABLE 2B; CRITERION VARIABLES IN ANALYTIC MODEL 2

Category and Varlable ,Schedru,l,e* _ . Description )
HEALTH (PRENATAL, PERINATAL)

1. Major Pregnancy Problems ARC 1= Yes, 2= No

2, Birth Problems ABC 1 = Yeg, 2 = No (Based on problems vhich the baby had at

or immediately after birth)

3. Disease Index ABC 0 = many diseases, to 1l = few diseases, based on sample
child having had scarlet fever, rheumatic fever, polie,
meningitis, tuberculosis, whooping cough, pneumonia,
bronchitis, jaundice, meagles or mumps

4 Severe Measles or Mumps ABC 1 = Yes, 2= No
_ m
3, Illness Index ABC 0 = many 1llnesses, to 7 = few illnesses, based on mlg- &

cellaneous illness such as anemia, abnormal bleeding,
hay fever, asthma, eczema, hives, and other allergies.

6, Major Health Problems ABC 0 = many problems, to 9 = few problems, based on lung
problems, heart murmur, or other heart problem, fits,
stomach, kidney or thyrold disorder, paralysis or cancer.

1, Major Disorder with Extreme ABC | 1 = Yes, 2 = No, based on occurrence of Down's syndrome,
Behavioral Implications cerebral palsy, hyperactivity symptoms and uge of special

school or class for the retarded,

%
Respondents were given one of three schedules, based on age of sample child as follows:
A=1year, B=2-4years, ( = 5 - 10 years.

ERI!

FullToxt Provided by ERI
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TABLE 2B: CRITERTON VARTABLES IN ANALYTIC MODEL 2 (cont'd)

Category and Variable

___Schedule

Degerdptdon

Bi

9

10,

11,

14,

Eye Problens

Ear Problems

Operations

Accidents

Hospitalization

» Hospltalization for Major Problen

Dental Problems

HEALTH (PRESENT CONDITION)

15,
16,

17,

18,

1531&

2,

Weight
Height

Breakfast

Regular Use of Medicine
Physical Health Rating of Child

Sleep Problems
(2-4)

ABC

ABC

ABC

ABC

ABC

ABC

ABC

0 = glasses and other problem, to 2 = no problem

0 = geveral, to 2 = no problem based on frequency
of ear infections and occurrence of other problems

0 = many, to 5 = no operations

0 = pany, to 8 = no accidents, based on frequency
of accidents such as polsoning, burns, fractures,
severe cuts, and bites

0 = many, to 5 = no hospitalization after birth

1= Yeg, 1 = No, based on hospitalization for major

causes such as meningitls,pneunonia, diarrhea and E
dehydration

l=Yes, 2=No

Pounds (Respondent's estimate)
Inches (Respondent's estimate)

1= poor, to 3 = good, based on variety of items
for breakfast on day of interview

1 8 YEE; 2 = NB SR

) = very poor, to 5 = excellent (Respondent's rating)

R
L

0 = many, to 1 = none ({ndex of 5 items)



TABLE 28: CRITERION VARIABLES IN ANALYTIC MODEL 2 (cont'd)

Category and Variable Schedule - _Description .
21, Sleep Problems C 0 = many, to 1 = none, (index of 3 items)

(5= 10) :
22, Eating Problens B 0 = many, to L = none (index of 3 itens)

(2-4)
23, Eating Problems C 0 = many, to 1 = none (index of 5 items)

(5 - 10)
24, Digestive Problems B 0 = many, to 1 = none (index of 4 itens)

- 25, Headaches C 1= Yes, 2 =No

26, Possible Motor Problems BC 1= pany, to 4 = none, based on items concerning
valking and coordination

HEALTH (PARENTAL CARE)

27, Immunization ABC 0 = none, to 5 = all, based on immunization for
DPT, polio, measles, rubella, and mumps

28, Regular Medical Caretaking ABC 0 = no caretaking, to 9 = very regular caretaking
(1ndex baged on 9 items for perlodic checkups and
medical attention for specific problems)

29, Lay Advice ARC 0 = none, to 4 = many, based on infornal sources
of support and advice such as the sample child's
father or father substitute, friends, or relatives

30, Professional Advice ABC 0 = none, to 7 = many, based on professional sources

of advice and support such as psychologist, psychiatrist,
physician, clergyman, or social worker



TABLE 2Bt CRITERION VARIABLES N ANALYTIC MODEL 2 (cont'd)

Category and Variable _Schedule _Description
31, Institutional Service ABC 0 = none, to 6 = many, based on use of institutional
| services such as visiting nuree, homemaker, day care,
i mental health center, or children's agency
y I
SOCTAL~EMOTIONAL (TEMPERAMENT SCALES)
32, Activity (1 - 4) AB Low scores imply high activity (6 1itens)
3, Activity {5 - 10) C Low scoves imply high activity (3 Ltems)
34, Intensity (1 - 4) AB Low scores imply high dntensity (8 itens)
35, Intensity (5 - 10) ¢ Low gcores imply high intensity (3 {tems)
[r3]
36, Regularity (1 - &) AB Lov scores imply irregularity in such functions &
as sleeplng and eating (5 {tems)
3T Mood (1 - 4) AB Low scores {mply moodiness, frritability (8 {tens)
38. Maﬁd (3~ 10) Y ¢ Low scoves 1mply moodiness, {rritability (4 ftems)
39, Adaptability (1 - 4) AB Hiigh scores imply adaptive response to attangers
. and nev food and toys, and not much difference in
' behavior when sick than when well (5 items)
40, Approach (1 - 1) AB High scores {mply interested response to novel
situations, persons or objects (4 {tems)
r fﬁl. Approach (5 - 10) C gh scores imply interasted response to novel
19! situations, persons or objects (2 {tems) 60
, | : ! l
42, Distractibility (1 - 4) AB High scores imply that a child can be diverted

into doing sonething other than he s doing (5 feens)



TABLE 2B: CRITERION VARTABLES IN ANALYTTC MODEL 2 (cont'd)

Category and Varighle

_Schedule

Deserdption

43, Persistence (1 - 4)
b, Persistence (5 = 10)

SOCIAL-EMOTIONAL (TEMPERAMENT TYPES)

45, Difficult Children (1 - 4)

46, Difficult Children (5 - 10)

47, Slow-to-Waru-Up Children (1 - 4)

48, Slow-to-Warn-Up Children (5 - 10)

49, Distractible-Nonpersistent
Children (1 = 4)

BB

AB

AB

High scores imply persistence, high frustration
tolerance, and ability to concentrate (4 {tens)

High scores imply persistence, high frustration
tolerance, and sbility to concentrate (6 ltems)

Low scores fmply that a child 1s "difficult" as
defined in the New York Longitudinal Study (based
on the mean of the Intensity, Mood, Approach, and
Adaptability scales above)

Low scores imply that a child is "difficult" as
defined in the New York Longitudinal Study (based
on the mean of the Intensity, Mood, Approach, and
Adaptability scales above)

High scores Imply Interested and adaptable response
to novel situations, persons or objects, and low
scores imply that the child is "slow-to-warm-up"
(based on the mean of the Approach and Adaptability
scales above)

High scores lmply Interested and adaptable response
to novel situations,persons or objects, and low
scores imply that the child 1a"slow-to-warm-up"
(baged on the mean of the Approach and Adaptability
gcales above)

Low scores imply that a child can be diverted easily,
and has little persisterce (based on the mean difference

betveen the Persistence wnd Distractibility seales above)

AT ——
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TABLE 2B: (RITERION VARTABLES IN ANALYTIC MODEL 2 (cont'd)

163

Category and Variable Schedule _Description _

SOCTAL-EMOTIONAL (INDICES AND TRAITS)

50, Introverted" BC Low scores {mply child ds shy, 1s excessively generous,
and often has his feellngs hurt and 18 timid and
fearful (4 items)

51, "Asocial C Low scores 1mply child 4s insensitive to the feelings

| - of others, spends too much time by hinself, and is
sufcidal (3 items)

51, "Unresponsive" Ab Low scores lmply child is unresponsive when others talk
to him (1 {ten)

33, "Internalized" C Low scores lmply child 1s unrespensive when others talk
to him, and often seems to lcsse his train of thought
(2 items)

5h, "Self-Destructive/Nom-Compliant"  ANC Low scores dmply child seens to hurt hinself on purpose,
ignores danger, and is noncgmpliant (3 1tens)

55 "Destructive’ A3 Law scores dmly child s destructive of property
(1 item)

56, "Antisocial" ¢ Low scores mply child is destructive of property and
often lies or steals (3 items)

57, "Self{sh" BC Lov scores dnply child refuses to share things with
others, and becomes upset when attention is given to
others (2 items)

58, "Ties" ARC Low scores imply child often squints, twitches or has

other odd manmerisng (1 item)

TT—d




Category and Varigble

TABLE 2: CRITERION VARIABLES IN ANALYTIC MODEL 2 (cont'd)

Schedule

__Description

59.
60,
61,

62,

63,

65,

66,

67,

.68,

IIMQQdy"
"Argunent at ive-Moody"
if

"Attention-Seeking

"Dependent”

inger

4, TPearfulness

Nelghbor Complaints

"Delinquency”

Runs dway (2 . 4)

Runs Away (5 - 10)

AB

ABC

BC

AB(

ABC

Lov scores imply frequent shifts in mood, from sad
to happy (1 item)

Low scores inply frequent shifts in mood and argumen-
tativeness (2 {tems)

Low scores imply child vants a lot of attention from
regpondent (1 item)

Lov scores imply child vants a lot of attention from
respondent and often, asks for help in dolng things he
can do alone (2 items)

Low scores mply child is often angry (1 item)

Low scores imply child is often afraid (1 ftem)

Low scores imply that neighbors complain about the
gample child (1 item)

Low scores imply that neighbors complain about the
sample child, add that child smokes, drinks, uses

drugs, or has had trouble with the police (5 items)

Low scote implies child has often run away from
home (1 item)

Lov scores imply child has often run avay from home
and 1s unreliable about coming home when he should

(2 {tems)

-

“|
~
)




TABLE 2B: CRITERION VARIABLES IN ANALYTIC MODEL 2 (cont'd)

Category and Varjable Schedule _Deseription

89, Toilet Problems K Low scores imply child problems with control of
defecation and urination (3 items)
70, Annoys Mother ABC High scores luply mother is not sunoyed by child
. (1 1item)
I1. Annoys Father ABC High scores imply father or father substitute {g not
annoyed by child (1 item), (Not asked for children
without fathers or father substitutes)
12, Quality of Sibling BC Low scores imply poor relationships with siblings
Interaction - ' " (6 items). (Not asked for children without siblings)
73, Quality of Interaction with B Low scores imply poor relationships with other children ’
Other Children (2 - 4) (6 1tems) L
L
_M,MMNHMEmMM C Low scores imply poor relationships with other children
Other Children (5 - 10) (9 items)
13, Isolation from Other Children ABC Low scores imply {solation from other children
(2 fcems)
16. Isolation from Other Adults ABC Low scores imply 1solation from adults other than
: reapondent (9 1tems)
77, Preschool Problems - ic Low scores dmply problems of adjustment in preschool
(2 items), (Por childien with preschool experience)
78, School Problems - C mﬂmum”mMMhmmmﬁﬁML
{67 (8 items), (For children with school experience) 168




TABLE 28: CRITERION VARTABLES IN ANALYTIC MODEL 2 (cont'd)

‘Category and Variable e Sthedule _ Description

SOCIAL-EMOTIONAL (PARENTAL DISCIPLINE)

19, Positive Discipline ABC mumﬁm@mwm¢mmmmammmt

be done ezplains why behaviar is vrong (4 items)

80. "Strong" Negative Discipline ABC High scores imply that when child mishehaves respondent
gcolds child, spanks or slaps child, screams at child,
or says things like, "I'l1 send you avay," or "I don't
love you" (4 items)

Bl. "Weak" Negative Discipline ABC High scores imply that when child ‘isbehaves responderlt
\ | says 'mo" or "don't) or that other children don't do
l that," or sends ehild to room, removes a privilege,
! threatens to punish, or removes child from what he was
doing (6 items)

&
i

=
=

82, Varmth of Discipline (1) ABC High scores imply use of positive discipline methods,
low scores imply use of strong negative discinline
wethods (computed as difference between variables 79
and 80 above)

83, Warmth of Discipline (2) ARC Difference between positive and strong negative dis-
“ cipline methods use most often in two hypothetical
ingtances, High and low scores imply the same as for
variable 82,

84, Respondent Strictness ABC Réspandent‘s ‘aelfﬁrating on cnnsistency of punishment

lack of strictness (2 items)




TABLE 7B: CRITERLON VARIABLES IN ANALYTIC MODEL 2 (cont'd)

‘Category and Variable _Schedule ___ Description

85, Respondent Watchfulness (1 - 4) AB Frequency of checking on child when out of sight,
High scores imply frequent checking (2 items)

86, Respondent Watchfulness (5 - 10) ¢ Frequency of checking on child while outside, with
high scores for frequent checking, High scores imply
overprotectiveness (1 item)

COGNITIVE (CHILD)

87, Speech Problen BC Low scores imply speech problem (1 item)

88. General Cognitive Competence B High scores imply ability to recite alphabet, count

(2-14) to ten, recognize letters and numbers, write letters
and numbers, and tell age and address (10 items)

SL—e

89, General Cognitive Competence C High scores imply ability to perform well on 2 graded
(5 - 10) serles of cognitive tasks (5 items)

90. General Numeric Competence C High scores imply ability to perform well on a graded
series of nunber and arithmetic tasks (5 items)

91, Arithmetic Ability ] o C High scores imply ability to do arithmetic (1 = Yo,
2= Yes) (1 item)

92, Arithmetic Ability 2 | C High scores imply high ability relative to other
children of the same age (respondent's rating, not
asked of respondents replying No to previous question)
(1 iten)

17Ei Writing Problem C Low scores imply writing problem (inability to write 172ﬁ

L any letters of the alphabat) (2 itema)




TABLE 2b:  CRITERION VARZABLES IN ANALYTIC HODEL 2 (cont'd)

Category and Varigble Schedule Description

%, TV Watching B 1 = child does not watch TV, 2 = child does watch
TV (1 item)

9. TV Vieving Tine BRI Lov scores imply excessive TV viewing tine (not asked
| - 1f child doeg not watch 17) (1 item)
- COGNITIVE (PARENTAL-INSTITUTIONAL SUPPORT) ‘
96. Educational Aspiration 5C High scores imply respondent has high aspiration
: for child (1 {item)
57, Educational Expectation C " High scores imply respondent has high expectation
: for child (1 iten)

98. Preschool Experience BC 1 = no preschool experience, 2 = preschool experience
‘ (1 iten)

w
]

|
o

9. Institutional Participation ¢ | High scores imply that child takes speelal lessons,
belongs to clubs or groups, gets religious instruction,
and attends suumer camp (5 items)

100, Cognitive Stimulation (2 - 4) B High scores imply child owns books, borrows books and
: is often read to (4 items)

101, Coguitive Stimulation (5 ~ 10) C As for variable 100 (5 items)
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TABLE 1C

REGRESSTON ANALYSIS: SIGNIFICANT SUBJECT ZFFECTS

CRITERION VARIABLE N SCHRDULES R ATSme) R s
3. Disease Index 975 ARC 063xk% 24Qwkx - 5rkE 2 (5]
b, Severe Measles or 974 ABC 1764k 130k = 117 - 060
Mumps
8, [Eye Problems 975 ABC ,04g%%% (L19%k% =, 14k 045
9. Ear Problems . 974 ABC Q28%%k 167 kk -, 165k - 039
10, Operations 976 ABC O50KKE 20k L gppekk - 0734
11, Accldents 976 ABC 069 Hk ,163%kR = 23LhkE L 1304
14, Dental Problens 566 B 0144 118# - 7E 00k i
15, Weight 930 ABC JOO4kRE BTk B34%kE 047k
16, Height 734 ABC ,T94%kk 80 B9k 012
20, Sleep Problems (2-4) 303 B 040% 2004 J4Tee 128k
7, Tmunization 969 MG 00089k 089,003
28, Regular Medical Care- 885 BC Q4gHxk 210kkk WATLLL I k)
taking
29, Lay Advice 975 A5G ORSHE Lk gl g
30, Professional Advice 975 ABC Q3Lkkk gk 2000 (43
#p {05
k¢ 01
kkkp ¢ 001

U




REGRESSION ANALYSTS:

TABLE 1C (cont'd)

SIGNTFICANT SUBJECT EFFECTS

) R BETAS
CRITERION VARIABLE N SOWWWs K" Arsmwep2  HGE T SEC
32, Activity (1-4) 393 AD NI LAY WARLLL N 1Y
33, Activity (5-10) 583 C ,019%% KL =074 -, 115k%
34, Intensity (1-4) 193 AB NIl WATLLL VAT (VL
43, Tersistence (1-4) 393 AB WXILLL I T L JBLERE 001
24 Persisteuce (5=10) 583 C ,020%% L1414 J199% ~,09g*
‘b, Difficult Children 583 ¢ L011% 105# (199% 035
(5+10)
49, Distractible-Non-per- 393 AB B VULLL B L = J87HkE - 007 a
sistent Children (1-4) 4
50, "Introverted" 885 BC (14% 118 - Uh4 109k
54, "Self-destructive/ 975 ABC J30kkk 3p1heR (JQkRE . ]]Jrkk
Non-compliant"
55, "Destructive" 386 A3 0324k ,] ok 24 - 120
56, "Antisocial" 583 C Q026kkk (g ke 067 - 4k
57, "Selfish" 882 BC 104kkk ) 0hak 23k 010
58, "Ties" 972. ABC ,009# 005% -, 088k 034
60, "Argumentative-Moody"  38% C 010% . 100% 081 064 ! 7(}
Fip., L) i
11s 61. "Attention-seeking" 973 ABC L31akx - 176%k JA75%kk 023
7‘ m*p { 05
¢, 01
o :
AIQJ!:w £ ,001




TABLE 1C (cont'd)
REGRESSION ANALYSTS: SIGNIFICANT SUBJECT EFFECTS

) R .
CRITERION VARMADLE N SCHEDULES K" aTgmp) __MGE Sy

62. "Dependent" 885 B 01% 110k 09006

64, Fearfulnesg 973 ABC 015444 220k -, ] 2]k 014

6%, Neighbor complaints 300 Bk 414k 20244 - 178k 106
&/, Rung Away (2-4) 298 B 03044 L1974 -.037 <, 195k
58, Runs Away (5-10) 581 | ¢ J016%+ 126k -,009 -, 106k
69, Toilet Problems 873 BC ,175%%% AL ANEEL a.DéS*

72, Quality of 5ibling 699 BC 02§ %k L 1674%% J62akk L 046
Interaction

76, Isolation from Other 975 ARC QT2REE DgGkkk =, 268%k% - (38
Adults

71, Preschool Problems 268 Be 0214 145% ,136% 043
18, School Problems 342 C 02344 J157%k -1 o 05k
79, Positive Discipline 976 ABC Q25%kk - 158%kk =152 098

80, "Strong" Negative 976 ABC L035%kK - 235kkk = 200kky o
Macipline

Bl "Weak" Negative 976 ABC +009% 0954 047 083k
Dscipline

s TR iR - e

(0
Mp (0L
Kk ¢ 001




TABLE 1C (cont'd)
RECRESSION ANALYSIS: SIGNIFICANT SUBJECT EFFECTS

R _BEms

CRITERION VARTABLE N _SCHEDULES R ATSTEPZ ~ AGE SEX
83, Warmth of Discipline(2) 968 ABC LO20kkk 155k J4kkE 2039 ‘
8, Respondent Strictness 974 ABC 000HE J4Lke Ja2ke 002

85, Respondent Watchful- 393 AR WAULLL BN TR LLL - G50m% 038

ness (l-4)

86, Respondent Watchful- 583 C J39kkk 37 ik « JTIREE < 047
ness (5-1M :

87, Speech Problem 887 BC RV 104k 009%% - 040

88, General Cognitive 303 B N VL N XL Jo18%k% - 1154

Competence (2-4)

89, General Cognitive 579 ( ek 500Kk (565kkE - 16kkk
Competence (5-10) | 3

90, Ceneral Numeric 582 ( G57RER ] 1wk GerEE o O77H4
Competence

91, Arithuetic Ability I 580 ( L A 12T JGRBREK o ]3Ok
93, Writing Problem 52 h L1 03 042 -

9, TV Wgtching | 886 BC ,009% ,095% 086% -

95, 1V Viewing Time 856 BC (L1%% L 105%k 106,026

97. Educational Expectation ;.6 ¢ 011# .105% «, 098% 039

' .05
*ep (0L



TABLE 1C (cont'd)
REGRESSION ANALYSIS: SIGNIFICANT SUBJECT EFFECTS

- y R — BETAS
CRITERION VARIABLE _ N SCHEDLES  B% AT STEP D AGEgEx

98, Preschool Experience 882 BC NULLLLEN KT LL ’;;132*;¥ rﬂ¥,02é

9. Institutional Particl- 83 C JL35kEE IB5kkk ATIRRE L 107
pation

101, Cognitive .timulation 583 ¢ 99k 3] 5kkx = J10% - 065

(5-10)

Y ¢ .05
Mo ¢ 01
k(001

e 185




TABLE 2C

REGRESSTON ANALYSIS: SIGNIFICANT COUNTY EFFECIS

ik (4001
O

) R BETA
CRIIERION VARIABLE N GOHDULES  AR™  ATSTP 3 TOWH

v Major Disorder with 976 ABC .005# 077 073%
Extreme Behavinral
Implirations

20, Sleep Problens (2-4) 303 B 017% WAL 133%

29, Lay Advice 975 ABC 005 WYIELL 0734

31, Institutional Service 974 ABC Q20545 145kkk - 141k

35, Intensity (5-10) 583 ¢ 007 105 087+

39, Adaptability (l1-4) 393 AR NIFRLL 155 BEKLL

66, "Delinquency” 583 C ,008* 130% 0B9*

71, Annoys Father 932 ABC  OL1%* R ILL ~, 107#

15. Tsolition from Other 975 ABC ,005% V1054 (73%
Children

76. Tsolation from Other 973 ABC Q08#% J283kKE L (BY
Adults

80, "Strong" Negative 476 ARC Q074% 29Kk  L40K4
Discipline

81, "Weak" Negative 976 ABC 008%* JL30kkA 089+
Discipline

. 92, Arithmetic Ability 2 98 C 062% 122 ,098%
)

95, TV Viewing Tine 838 i SR RS )

*p {05

‘k.*.p 4 |Dl



TABLE XC (cont'd)

REGRESSION ANALYSIS: SIGNIFICANT COUNT' WFFECTS

CRITERION VARIABLE N

_ SCHEDULES

9 R

=

Y 3]

W

_ COUNTY

96, Educational Aspiration 856
9. Preschool Experfence 487

99. Ingtitutional Partici- 583
pation

BC

BC

007% J14%
Q28%kt ) fkkk

Q007% 9k

T’iOSS*
E;167*i*

iiDBS*

* (.05
*p (W01
kg £ .001

A e
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TARLE Y6

RECRESS T ANALY S s STONEFLCANT PSUDEPD INDEX BEIRCTS

! i LETA
CRIRION SAREARLY o SORIRS AR RDSTRP A Rsu I
o Maease Tadey iy AL IR Ml |2 0iekA
Ao Severe Measlos or Q74 AN IR R L JHGHEA
Himspss
Lo Mager Mhorder with di A RUIRL qlﬂﬁk GG
Extreme Tohay ol
[apfeat Tong
Ho by Prolomd a7 AR Nk R C 000k
12, lospital lzatLor uly AR N7k 105 OB 5%
13, Hospltallzation for 9l AR 006105t O81% i
Yajor Proliemy
16, liefght 139 ABC 014 By 2rR 039x
17, Hreakfast S 5 010k 118 J101%
19, Physical Health Rating 413 ABC DhOkkE D(F 207K
of Child
16, Possible Motor Problems 82 g BC 005 07 71
28, Regular Medical g8 s B 011w L5k  J10%*
Catetaking
0 29, lay Advice 975 ABC ,009%+ L Pk 098k
(90 3 | B 191
31, lstitutional Sexvice Y4 ABC Q4gikk 20 3Hkk -, 209%k
' (09
o 0
ERIC o0l
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TABLE 3 (cont'd)

REGRESS [ON ANALYSTS:  STCNIFICANT PSU DIPO INDES BFFECTS

GRITERION VARIABLE e N SCHEDULES AR~ AT STEP 4 JSUDIRO
30 Aetlvity (1-4) 19 Ab 02 7% 177 ¥k 170Kk
33, Aetlvity (5-10) 583 ¥ 009%1p7 ¥ ol
34, Intensity (14) 3] AR Q1540 318k  1924k4
¥, Regularity (1-4): 34 AB 031kt 2174w 1824k %
38, Mood (5-10) 583 C [OL6%% L34 (J34k
39, Adsptability (1=4) 393 Ab 010k REAL 104
b2, Disteactibility (1-4) 393 AB 012% 1% L%

45, Difffcult Children(1-4) 393 AB 015 1524 146w
53, "Internalized” 581 | C D27kak 187 ¥k 170k g
5, “S’elE=Destrue_fgive/ 975 ABC 009k , 378 hek 099%+
Non~Compliant"
56, "Antisocial" 583 C Dighex 270k 230Kk
57, "Selfigh" 882 B DA T R T S o
58, "Tics" 972 ABC L3740 910k wk 200kHk
60, "Argumentative-Noody" 562 C 008+ 155 %% - 090k
6, Anger 974 | ABC 006+ 077 081
| _“63{‘77311_115 Avay (5-10) .. C 25tek - pipwkk N l§3f**

194




191

URLTERION VAR ABLE

s i e e e e ek T AR e

TARLE 30 “eont ')

71, Aunoys Yather

70, Quality of SibUng
Interaction

acllon with Other
Children (5-10)

1Y, Positive Discipline

80, "Strong" Negatlve
Discipline

83, Warmtt of Disci-
pline (2)

84, Respondent Strict-
ness

86, Respoudent Watch~
fulness (5-10)

88, General Cognitive

Competence (2-4)

89. General Cognitive
Eompetence (5-10)

92, Arithmetic Ability 2

96, Educational Aspira-
" tion

RECRESSTON ANALYSIS:  STGATIYTCANY
i
N SCHEOMLES &R
93! AN 004
b9 ) 0]13%%
5819 ( L0904
970 AEC 005
976 ARG L08*k
948 ABC 010k
974 ABC ,006%
583 C J174%%
303 B L0295k 4#
579 ¢ ,014%kk
498 G 27k
856 BC ,010%%

R
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PSU DIPO INDEX EFFECTS
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TABLE 3C (cont'd)
REGRESSTON ANALYSIS: STGNIFTCANT PSU DIPO TNDEK EFFCTS
o : R BEIA
CRITERION VARLABLE N SCHEDULES AR ATQIEP & PSUDIPD
97, Dducational xpee- 546 C L32kkE pp7Hkk 186H
tation
100, Cognitive Stimu- 303 B L40kkE 43R sk
lation (2-4)
101, Cognitive Stimu~ 581 ( NIIEL 3k J09H
latlon (5-10) |

(05
**p ¢ ,01
ki ¢ L00L 0
L
M
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CATECORY AMD CRITERTON VAMIAWLE N

12,

74,

82,

84,

97,

Hospital ization 977
Dental Problems 00
Ingeitutional Service 974
"Self-lestructive/ 475

Non=Compl {ant"

Quality of Interaction 58]
with Other Children
(5-10)

"Styong" Negative 974
Discipline

Warnth of Discipline(l) 976
Respondent Strictness 974
Educational Lxpectation 546

Preschool Experience 882
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TABLE 5C

REGRESHION ANALYSTS:  OTULR SIGNIFICANT IS BPERCTS

[ TAS
) R P
CRITERION VARTABLE N .. SCHEOULES AR AL ST 0 URBAN A WHTTE _MDN, INC,
J,  Dlsease Tndex 974 ABC LONB% RLPLLE 03] 070 071
28, Regular Medfeal 889 i L20%kk - Jg5Ak 007 <06l 1 53rkH
Caretaklng
1. Institutfonal Serviee 974 A L010% 03k J1T <168 -,030
32, Activity (1-4) 393 Al RIVEY L)k kk = 7P 0] Y2tk
50, "Introverted” 885 B Q11 Jg2ke 031 <108 <078
53, "Tnternalized" 581 C 0164 LI5kE 10 <008 166+
54, "Self-Destructive/ 975 ABG O18kk G S 041 S 2060 (1Y
Non-complignt”
62, '"Dependent” 883 B L012¢ (173 =071 - 1834 012
70, Amnoys Mother 978 ABC ,010% .13 < 136% <001 041
76, Isolation from Other 975 ABC Q20kkk 3]k 083,009 -, J07HkA
Adults .
81, "Weak" Nepative 976 ABC - ,009# L1794k A25xk 062 -, 041
Discipline
85, Respondent Watchful- 393 AB (194 493k 059 ~.118 ~, 159%*
ness (1-4)
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TABIE 5¢ (cont'd)

REGRESSION ANALYSIS: OTHER SIGNIFICANT PSU EFFECTS

2 BETAS
CHTERION VARIABLE N SCHEDULES A RC  ATSIEP IO URMA_ X WHITE W NG,

%, Respomdent Watchful- 58} ¢ N LTI ol 19 =70k
ness (5=10)

8, General Cognitive 303 B 0254 S79%M 066 -,008 06t
Competence (2-4)

8, General Cognitive 579 C 011% RILLLL 043 =108 05
Conpetence (5-10)

%, Educational Aspiration 856 B /LY - LN T I L

9, Bducatlonal Expectation 346 ¢ 035wk 3kak .02} -, 1554 195wk

%, Preschool Experience 881 B QLA 292Kk 065 =03 13

0

%, Institutional Partlei~ 383 ¢ 204k SI0kkk 03 =20 (08 -

pation
10, Cognltive Stimlarion 303 B 42k A <104 097 Dl

(2-8) |
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TABLE 6C

RECRESSTON ANALYSIS: SIGNIFICANT NELGHBORHOOD EFFECTS
B
A
CRITEAION VARTABLE N SCHADULRS 4R AT STEP 12 NEIGHBORHOOD — CONDITION

1. Major Disorder with 976 ABC  (10%k 155 066+ 075
Extrene Behavioral
Inplications
11, Aceldents 976 AfC L029kkE | 3 lek . 168wt 045
17, Breakfast 546 C QL5 J10% 091 089
19, Physical Heslth Rating 973 ABC J20kkk 25]kkk 08 153k
of Child - o |
27, " Iomnization 969 ABC 2%k 20pekk - 004 165k
28, Regular Nedical Care- 885 B¢ JO20%kk 31gkkk W 1394k
taking
29, lay Advice 975 ABC 0 68Kk 030 0764
0, Professional Advice 975 ABC 00k 261%kE . 059 060
1. Institutional Sexrvice 974 ABC .(06% AL -, 045 -, 066¢
§2, Distractibility (1-4) 393 A8 028kt 243 -, 003 1584
i, Persistence (5=10) 583 C OLpkt 210k 021 L1gk
S, “Self-Destruetive/ 975 ABC Q0B Aol 03] 093t

Non=Compliant"

55, "Destructive” 186 AR ,016% (24 7% 097 086
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TABLE 6C (cont'd)
REGRESSION ANALYSIS: SIGNIFICANT NEIGHBORHOOD EPFECTS

. bims ,
R SAFETY OF HOUSE

CRITGRION VARIAME % SCHDULES AR’ AT IEP 12 NRIGHBORHOOD COMDITION

56, _"Antisocial 583 C D2 3184k 038 RIARLY

66, "elinquency" 563 C TN (VR 046
72, Quality of Sibling 699 B L I (A 039
Interaction

76, Isolation From Other 975 ABC , 008 ,330%%# -, 0634 -, 061
Adults

80, "Strong" Negative 976 ABC UL V1T S 1T - 080
Discipline

ABC . 008+ 148% 064 062

(=]
|
o]

82. Warnth of Diseipline(1)

ABC 013 WAL 040 ,110%+

Ly =]
=
L]

B3, Warnth of Discipline(2)
84, Respanﬁent Strictness 974 ABC ,010%% WARLLL 022 10 2%k

85. Respondent Watchful- 393 AB 0254 S0k =097k -, 083
ness (1-4)

88, General Cognitive 303 B J040RkE - T0Gukd A2 200k
Competence (2-4)

89, General Cognitive 579 o 0108 gofkk 0% 100k
Conpetence (5-10) : .

90, Ceneral Nuneric 582 C ALt gigeke <002 109kt
(onpetence :
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TABLE 6C (cont'd)

REGRESSION ANALYSIS: SIGNIFICANT NEIGHBORHOOD EFFECTS

BETAS

: R SAFETY OF HOUSE
CRUGKIONVARIAME N SGHDUES K ATSTEP 12 NEIGHBORIOD)  COWITION

91, Arithmetic Ability 1 580 ¢ 011 J518k %k =, 044 L 104+

93, Writing Problen 582

L]

02044 2054 -.019 5Qkkk
{3644k ;345*** ',613‘! | 024kk
| o0 s g 1
9. Preschool Experience 882 BC 007% 303k 088 .002

)
[}

96. Educational Aspiration 856
97, Educationa) Expectation 546

[ogge]

9. Institutional Partiei~ 583 ' - - -
. pation . . B 015 334k -,051 1214k
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TABLE IC

REGRESSION ANALYSIS: SIGNIFICANT FAMILY DIPO INDEX EFFECTS

R BETA
CRITERION VARTABIE N SCHEWLES Q_,R% AT STEP 13 FAMILY DIRO

), Birth Problems 938 K¢ 005k 1764k 200kkH
15, Weight 938 ABC 002%  B3BkHk 049
16. Height | 7% ABC 001% B94kkk 040%

19, Paysical Health Rating 973 ABC ,009%% , 268%*% 125k
of Child

20,  Sleep Problems (2-4) 303 B 013 RINEL 145+

26, Possible Motor Problems 882 iC ,010%% ,164% =, 1214k

&T—>r

BC 005%  J26kkk 091%

e ]
R
L]

28, Regular Medical (Care-
taking

29, Lay Advice 975 ABC 015%kk 205Kk ALY
31, Inst{tutional Service 974 | ABE 005% ML =, 088%
66,  "Delinquency” 503 ¢ Q07F 250k 1064
09. Toilat Problems 873 BC J005* NAYLLY ,086%
71, Annoys Father 932 ABC .017**; , 200Kk N ELLL
93, Writing Problem 582 C 01344 ,235%% wy 140K

11

1 Watching 866 B Q0% L - 0924




TABLE 6C
RECRESSLON AVALYSTS: SIGNIFICANT FAMILY STRUCTURE EFFECTS
o BETAS
= y R RESPONDENT N CHILDREN )
ooy v N swpues pR Ml a5 WS WD

§, Severe Neasles or Yumps 974 ABC 008 ssek w7k 03 016

11, Accidents 976 ABC 010 R 126k ~,038 003

19, Physical Realth Rating 973 B AN ) LY 018 - 1124 -, 006
of Child

28, Regular Medical 885 BC L010% JJAlrke ~,034 w06 =063
Caretaking

29, lay Advice 975 ABC 13Kk 316k ~, 090% -, 086* 010

50, "Introverted" 883 BC ,010% ATLEL ,060 077% 022

51, "Asocial - 582 C J015% AR -, 043 103 .085

53, "Incernalized” 581 ¢ ,015% JL72kkH J07% 039 03

55, "Self-Destructive/ 975 ABC . OUM Ak 04 09144 0674

Non~Compliant" | i
59, ' "Moody" 392 AB 23 226 079 002 135
60, "Argunentative-oody" 382 ¥ 02hkr D74k 064 163 001
61, "Attention-Seeking" 973 ABC L0300k 270k AL 166%* J092kk
62, "Dependent" B85 BC apkke 255k w072 18¥#k 029
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kiky £ 001
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CRITERION VARLABLE

TABLE 8C (cont'd)

REGRESSION ANALYSIS: SIGNIFICANT FAMILY STRUCTURE ERFECTS

BETAS

R RESPONDENT

| HUS aR K ST I

N
CHILDREN

63, Anger

b4, Fearfulness

70, Annoys Mother

71, Annoys Father

72, Quality of Sibling
Interaction

15, lsolation from Other
Children
76, Isolation from Other
Adults

"Strong" Negative
Discipline

"Weak” Negative
Discipline

Respondent Strictness

85, Respondent Watchful-
ness (1-4)

86,

214

Respondent Watchful-
ness (5-10)

ABC (15 L76% 078

973 ABC 009# 13744 ~,066

976 011%  182%% 060

932 ABC (1434 WATLLL RYLLY

699 BC J11% (2B1A R ~,018

975 104 J73 006

975 ABC 4Lk 306k 034

976 ARC .008% REXLEL - 099#

976 e 000K L200M L 100w

974 ABC L0144 (240k#% -,007

393 AB 0228 531k 169k

J012% 60k 097%

-,003

MR 1 gy

=, 036 095k

051 -.064

063 058
-.069

,095¢ (062

-.070

- 051 L5k

0% -.(019

!030 _'-GDS

- 052 - 111k

=063 033

~.082# =, (049
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TABLE BC (cont'd)
REGRESSTON ANALYSIS: SIGNIFLCANT FAMLLY STRUCTURE EPFECTS

BET Ay

, R RESPONDENY  CHTLAGN N
CRITERION VARIABLE % JILUOLES 8N AT STEP 16 AGh UNDER 18 ApuLts
. ’ i ,
88, Gegeralchnitive 13 b 0194 NHALL 05w T 074
Ompetence (2-4)
0, Aithmetic Mbility 2 8 ¢ OB g
96, Educational Aspiration 656 B L3R gkt 003 LY 003
98, Preschool Experience 882 B D114 AL 86 =00 =008
i
N
N
*P (. -05 ‘
Hy (01
Heky (001
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CRIUERTON VARIABLE

REGUESSTON ANALYSIS: SICNIFICANT WORK STATUS EFFECTS

TABLE 9C

AR

R

AT STEP 18

BEIA

TATHER

... JORKS

MOTHER

WORKS

23,

5.
6L,
66,

76,

92,
96,
97,
99,

Regular Medical
Caretaking

"Tnternal{zed"

"Destructive"
"Attention-seeking"

"Delinquency”

Igolation From Other
Adults

. Respondent Watchful-

ness (5-10)
Arithmetic Ability 2

Educational Asplration

975

383

498

856

Educational Expectation 546

Institutlonal Partici-
~ pation

283

Be

AB

ARG

ABC

07

0124
015%
006%
Q17%%

01944

010

017k
008
029¥k

J(16%%

XLILLL

WARLLL
288

WEKLLL
208Kk

A20%%%

Lgghee

127k
377k
4QgkHk

552k

NILLY

J12%
-, 095#
038
,096%

017

-.078

41k
Q71%
B

129k

-,012

027

0974
J67x
(095%

«, 14 ER

073

-, 011
-.058
ii023

-.050

D218 * ¢ .05
*p ¢ 01
kg {001
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REGRESSTON ANALYSIS:

TABLE 100

STGNIFICANT FAMILY SES EFFECTS

2
LY.

R

B ET AS

ALY  HOLLINGSHEAD RESPONDENT

INCOME

5B

. EDUGATION _

CRITERION VARIABLE _

15,
23,
28,
38.

4,

53,

61,
62,
63,

12.

15,

Weight

Fating Problems
(5-10)

Regular Medical
Caretaking

Mood (5-10)

Persistence (3-10)

"nternalized”

"Ties" |

"t teqti@ﬂﬁgagkingn

"Dependent”

Anger

Quality of Sibling

Interaction

Isolation From

QOther Children

974

699

973

ABC

¢

BC

ABC

__SCHEDULES

003

,018%

03k

(254
,015%

Q29 %H%
17k
RUBEL
Q16%#
JO19##k

J019%%

Q124

s

RILLL

232

 J9pri

255
,270%%

33k
283***
:302***
g5k
224k

 JLJekk

, 205+

054

02

096%

=006

-.018
049
061
092
12644

J11%

17

026

,087

041
4,006
063
049
-,038

-.007

- 011

-,040

087
162k

104
081
BEECL
L4
054
069
120¢k

J14%

072

*p (03
**P- ¢ 01
wkkp ¢ ,001

R UA)
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TABLE 10C
RECRESSTON ANALYSIS: STGNIFICANT FAMILY SES EFFECTS
e B ET AS
o 9 R FAMILY  HOLLINGSHFAD  RESPONDENT
VARIABLE i __SCHEDULES AR AL STEP 21 INCOME  SES§ EDUCATION
ght 938 ABC ,003% , B4 1%k L054 ,026 -,040
ing Problems 583 ¢ ,018% ,232 ,021 ,087 ,087
5-10)
ular Medical 885 BC ,034%kk , 396k L096% ,027 , 162K
aretaking
d (5-10) 583 C .025%* ,255% ,055 .084 ,104%
sistence (3-10) 583 ¢ ,015% , 270%* -.006 ,085 ,081
ternalized" 581 C L0294k . 339kkk -.018 L0641 L 17 5%k
es" 972 ABC L1 7k L 283kkk L0649 =, 006 RIAELL
tention-seeking" 973 ABC LO11%# ,302kk% .061 .063 .054
pendent” 885 BC ,016%% , 285kHK ,092 049 ,869
er 974 ABC 019k , 224Kk L 126%* -,038 L 120%%
lity of Sibling 699 BC ,019%* , 13k J11% ,007 L114%
nteraction
lation From 975 ABC ,012%% , 205k L117% -.011 .072

ther Children
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TABLE 10C (cont'd)

REGRESSTON ANALYSIS: SIGNIFICANT FAMILY SES EFFECIS
, BETAS
y R FAMILY ~ HOLLINGSHEAD  RESPONDENT
CRITERTON VARTABLE N SCHEDULES _ AR™ AT STRP 21  INCOME _ SES  EDUCATION

100, Cognitive Stimu~ 303 B L068%kk  hG5kkk 1,089 -,020  290kkh
lation (2-4)

101, Cognitive Stimulation 583 (DA% 4] Quk - 1Gkkk o Qg3wkk o ]0%
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Hky (001
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TABLE 11C

REGRESSION ANALYSTS: SIGNIFICANT ETHNICITY EFFECIS

, R L JETA
CRITERION VARIABLE N _ SCHEDULES Ny o Bwormy

e o e e 5 e = e

1, Major Pregnancy Problems 935 ABC 0084 190% -, 125%%
b, Severe Neagles or Mymps 974 ABC 006 281 %k 114
29, Lay Advice 975 ARC 04 XERLLL J096%
3. Institutienal Serviee 974 AlC 01 356nkk - 193kbk

L. Approach (5-10) 53 C 0205 - 1314

L]
[ine o]
e
Lo |

48, SlGWﬁtgiwarm—ufic?%idren , L007% ,205 -, 131%

58, "T{g" 972 ABC L1 7%%% EYALLE NEIEE]

LT

59, "Moody" 392 Al J12% 310% 143#

61. "Attention-geeking! 973 ABC 004 J08wHk 090

76, Isolation From Other 975 ABC .00 5% A18kk -.098#
Adults |

93. Writing Problem 582 C ,006% .277#* -, 126%

95, TV Viewing Time 856 BC .005# WAbLLL 099*

99. Institutional Parelci~ 583 C 011%% T RLEL S =, 162%%
290 T T T A AR
* {09 i

p {01

hip {001




TABLE 12C

RECRESSION ANALYSTS: SIGNIFICANT FAMTLY ATMOSPHERE EFFECTS

_BETAS

R TIMES ~ PREGNANCY  RESPONDENT

~ ADULT

DELIN-
. QUENCY

2 e e LA ,
CRITERION YARIABLE N SCHEDULBS aR™ AT STEP 26 ~  MOVED  HAPPINESS ~ HEALTH

1. Major Pregnancy 935 ABC 028wk D53kkk 041 - 173kt 020
Problens

2. Birth Problems 938 ABCLQ11% , 208k -, 092# 072% -.016

6, Major Health 975 ARC L018% .190 035 BVILEL =,059
Problens

13, Hospitalization for 976  ABC 010K 187 060 073 -.013
Major Problems

19, Physical Health 973 ABC  ,062%kx  ]g0kkk 059 QR 062
Rating of Child :

21, Sleep Problens (5-10) 582 € 017%, 235 L3700 052 ~,007

26, Possible Motor 882 BC ,020%% ,135%% -,009 017 150 %%
Problems

28, Regular Medical 885 B Q17#% 2 0%k 069 J090#% 092
Caretaking

29, Lay Advice 975 ABC QL4 J5hH 046 028 -, 011

3, Institutional Service 974 ABC  ,011* JJ71kkk =, 116%% -, 005 ~,040

-,038

=030

018

=060

029

-,009

-,001

026

JJ12kkR

-.008

e e g S = e e iy e - ' e s e R

*.*P ‘101
*Htp { ,001
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TABLE 22C (cont'd)

REGRESSION ANALYSIS: SIGNIFICANT FAMILY ATMOSPHERE EFFECTS

RET A S o
T T T
2 R TIMES  PREGNANCY RESPONDENT  DELIN-
CRITERION VARIABLE N SCHEDVLES AR™ AT STEP 26 MOVED  WAPPINESS  WRALTH _QUENCY.
36, Regularity (1-4) 399 AR 008 Iy 00 -,018 009 102%

37, Mood (1-4) 393 AB

,030% KHL ,135% 085 086 031

520k h2kkk -,043  167%k% 154wk 042

g’}

38, Mood (5-10) 583

41, Distractibility (1-4) 393 AB 033 JJ41Hk 037 L44x% J13 -.002

Tt

51, "Agocial" 80 ¢ 0286wk 060, E3lw 054k < 00k
53, "Internalized" 1 ¢ L0l Jp5e 082,005 070 L1

56, "Self-Destructive- 975 ABC  L02rkk 3Kk 024 094kh 2066 il
Non-Compliant"

56, "Antisocial” 89 € L0k 42wk 092,01 RTTL Y
5, "Selfish" 882 BC  L00wM 41Dk 038,068k Jamekk 07
59, "Moody" 392 AB 065kt 40l 023 090 4ok 076
63, Anger 976 ABC 0125 251k 015 067 08¢ 008
66, "Delinquenty" sy ¢ Jse ek 06 00 08 6

67, Runs Away (2-4) 9 B L0314 365k 8L =076 063 ,152%

8, Varmth of Discipline . 968 ABC  010¢ 285k 000 0 -0l -0 B
| I e ———
-k (01

D {001




TABLE 12C (cont'd)

REGRESSION ANALYSIS: SIGNIFICANT FAMILY ATMOSPHERE EFFECTS

ADULT

L : R TIMES  PREGVANCY RESPONDENT  DELIN-
CRUTERION VARIABLE N SCHEDULES R AT STRP 26 WOVED  FAPPINRSS  WBALTH  QUENCY

84, Respondent Strictness 974 ABC  .010% WAL LY -,020 067 081 015

86, Respondent Watchful- 583 C Q17%, kL 040 .068 -.020 +104%

ness (3-10)
88, General Cognitive 03 B 023k, 750Kk 031 J142%% - 0% 061
Competence (2-4) :

97, Educational Expecta~ 546 ¢ 014 BYILLL 026 .080% 033 074
tion '

100, Cognitive Stimula- 303 B 045K 513k 3% ,089 015 0%

tion (2-4)

T
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TABLE 13C
REGRESSION ANALYSIS: SIGNIFICANT FAMILY DISCIPLINE EFFECIS
BRI
) , CONSISTENCY OF  RESPONDENT
CRITERION VARIABLE N SCHELES  AR™  ATSTEP 8 PNISHNENT  STRICTNESS

8, Eye Problems 975 ABC 007 §.29D*** -, 089* 004
14, Dental Problens S66 K ke 079 047
2, Digestive Problems 886 B 0095 208k - 027 10744
2, Activity (1-4) o R T 1750 009
3%, Regularity (1-4) 1) B Q35T LI L

37, Mood (1-4) 393 13 0%k 103 089

TE—D

@2, Distractibility (1-4) 393 [\ 0268 377K e 0u

44, Persistence (5=10) o83 C 022%% 32k 053 J126%%
45, Difficult Children (1<4) 393 AB 0324k g ,126% 107

4, Slov-to-vara-up 9 v 0 0% 103
Children (1-4)

L

53, "Internalized" 581 ¢ O3 00 - LU

54, "Self-Destructive/ 975 ABC Q108 473kek 0634 063
Non~Compliant"

55, "Destructive” 386 AR ,015% XL S U |
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REGRESSION ANALYSIS . SﬁGNIfICANT FANILY DISCIPLINE EFFECTS

CRITERION VARIABLE

3,

60,

61, -

0,
6,
68,
10,

80,
8L,

84,

8,
88,

92,

"Selfish"
"Arguentative-Hoody"

"Attention-seeking"

"Dependent”
Fearfulness

“Runs_Avay (5-10)
Annoys Mother

"Strong" Negative
Diseipline

"Weak" Negative
Discdpline
Respondent Strictness

Respondent Watchful-
negs (1-4)

General Cognitive
Competence (2-4)

Arithmetic Ability 2

883

973

581

976

976

976

974

393

303

498

fABLE 13 (cont'd)

_ 5@%9ULEE¢_ .
fy 008
¢ 016
Ay 013
By 018k
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006¢
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~ BETAS
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_ATSTEP 28 pigmwr
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06
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C-33
TABLE 14C

CORRELATIONS OF SELECTED FAMILY VARIABLES
WITH ALL CRITERION VARIABLES

___FAMILY VARIABLE

DIPO

CATEGORY AND CRITERION VARTABLE D I P ¢ __INDEX
HEALTH v
PRENATAL, PERINATAL
1, Major Pregnancy Problems 037 . 052 -,012 040 .042
2. Birth Problems L089%* ,032 J172%%* .050 £ 141 %%%
HISTORY .
3. Disease Index .056 .075% 079% .038 . 105%%
4. Severe Measles or Mumps .055 094%% 023 .059 L091%*
5., Illness Index .021 . -,007 -,031 -,019 -.015
6. Major Health Problems 077% .049 .006 ,017 .063%
7. Major Disorder with Extreme  .023 L098%%  ~ 040 014 .039
Behavioral Implications
8. Eye Problems .042 L064% .055 .009 .069%
‘9, Ear Problems .032 -.016 .037 008 - ,025
10, Operations =,027 .019 013 -,061 -,010
11, Accidents -.019 .050 .013 .002 .020
12, Hospitalization .060 .032 -,011 .068%* .053
13. Hospitalization for .049 .035 024 .030 .057 &
Major Problems
14, Dental Problems .098% 048 044 .034 .092%
'PRESENT CONDITION
15, Weight .021 -,032 =,052 »105%% .004
16. Height L091% é;OQD -.056 +109%% .022
*p .05
**%p ¢ .01

*%*p ¢ .,001
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C-34

TABLE 14C (cont'd)

' CORRELATIONS OF SELECTED FAMILY VARIABLES
WITH ALL CRITERION VARIABLES

_FAMILY VARTABLE

CATEGORY AND CRITERTON VARIABLE D T P O INDEX

HEALTH (cont'd)
PRESENT CONDITION (cont'd)
18, Regular Use of Medicine .055 .039 -,015 .019 ,030

19, Physical Health Rating C205%%k [ 148%%%x 024 ,209%%%k  222kkk
of Child

20, Sleep Problems (2-4) (272%k%  157%% -,012  ,112 ,181%%
21, Sleep Problems (5-10) -.008 ,001 ,040  -,016 .020
22, Eating Problems (2-4) -.073  -,053 065  -,073  ~,054
23, Eating Problems (5-10) -.008  ~-.004  -,128% 066  -.052
24, Digestive Problems .058 .066*% -,016 ,025. .060

25, Headaches .046 014 049 -,042 019

26, Possible Motor Problems -.004 -,022 -, 044 -.024 -,038

PARENTAL CARE
27, Immunization .095%* .056 .004 .045 L067%

28, Regular Medical Caretaking .093% .066% 047 L136%%% [ 127%%%
29, Lay Advice L123%%%  238%%% (050 ,045 L 179%%%
30, Professional Advice .018 .010 -,068% .038 -,007

31, Institutional Service =,159%*%% « 222%%% - QL3 -, 151%k% — 2]8%k%
SOCIAL-EMOTIONAL
TEMPERAMENT SCALES '
32, Activity (1-4) .098 L158%% . 076 JA17* L111*
33, Activity (5-10) .049 .050 -,022 ,071 .051

34, Intensity (1-4) .113% .100%* 043 JA156%% [ 158%*

4 - . — — N - e i - et e

*p £ .05
#*%p ¢ .01
*hkp € ,001
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TABLE 14C (cont'd)

CORRELATIONS OF SELECTED FAMILY VARIABLES
WITH ALL CRITERION VARIABLES

FAMILY VARIABLE

DIPO

CATEGORY AND CRITERION VARIABLE D 1 p 0 INDEX
SOCIAL-EMOTIONAL (cont'd)
TEMPERAMENT SCALES (cont'd)
35. Intensity (5-10) .016 .089%  -,018  -.007 .023
36. Regularity (1-4) .015 J104% .002 J127% .094
37. Mood (1-4) .064 J113% 029 .062 .098
38. Mood (5-10) .060 .059  -,019 .078 .059
39. Adaptability (1-4) .089 J147%%  -,033 .050 .106*
41. Approach (5-10) ~.016  ~.055 .026 .048 1,000
i
42. Distractibility (1-4) .105% .110% 084 JL77kRR (177 kk%
4
43. Persistence (1-4) .087 095 =,040 .081 079
b4, Persistence (5-10) -.019 .001 -.043 -,008 -.034
TEMPERAMENT TYPES
45. Difficult Children (1-4 ) .078 . 112% .045 .039 .108*%
46. Difficult Children (5-10) .023 .031 002 .065 .037
47. Slow=to-warm-up Children .035 .066 031 -.025 .045
(1~4) B}
E ,
48. Slow-to-warm-up Children  "#016  -,055 .026 .048 .000
(5-10) {|
49. Distractible-Nompersistent 43009  -,013 086 041  .042
Children (1-4) oo
A
INDICES AND TRAITS ‘ : <
50. "Introverted" J108%% 009 018  ~,012 .037
51, "Asocial" .048 L014 -,015  ,033 020 *
*p €.05
**p ¢ .01
*kkn £ ,001] . i
1 p ¢.001 249
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TABLE 14C (cont'd)

& CORRELATIONS OF SELECTED FAMILY VARIABLES
WITH ALL CRITERION VARIABLES
FAMILY VARTABLE.
DIPO
CATEGORY AND CRITERION VARIABLE D T P O  TINDEX
SOCIAL-EMOTIONAL (cont'd)
INDICES AND TRAITS (cont'd)
52, "Unrespgpsive" .098 .062 .017 031 .083
53. '"Interngjized" 054 .031 .042 L186%%%k 1 20%*
54, "Self-degtructive/Non- . 105%% L0BF* % - 114%kk%x  160%k% _074%
compliant"
55. '"Destrucgive' .011 .019 -.002 045 .026
56, "Antisociazl" L127%% L184%k%% 022 121%% . 183%%%
57, "Selfisp" ,062 .052 =033 = 122%k%x  _069*
\ 58, "Ticsg" ,058 .088%% .088%x J135%%% ]15]%k%
2 59, "Hﬂﬂﬂy" -, 040 .072 .027 .005 .026
60, "Argumenpative-Moody" -.030 -.079 -.009 -.025 ~.076
61, "Attentigp-seeking" -.034 .073% —-.026 -.,005 014
62, '"Dependapt” -,050 L047 -.041 -,033 -.015
63, Anger L092%% .078%  -,004 .068% .075%
64, Fearfulpegs .020 .006 054 .003 .034
65, Neighbor complaints .100 .103 .108 -,067 .103
66. "Delinquency” .071 .076 .083 017 .098%
67. Runs Away (2-4) .073 .079 -.021 .014 .060
68, Runs Away (5-10) .106% L113%% -~ ,032 . 105% ,103%
' 69. Toilet Pyoblems 046 .022  -,015 .128%%% 056
- 70. AnnOys Mother -.036  -.017  -.017 .024  -,012
*p (.05
*%p (.01
*%kp ¢ ,001
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TABLE 14C (cont'd) P

CORRELATIONS OF SELECTED FAMILY VARLABLES
WITH ALL CRITERION VARIABLES

_ FAMILY VARIABLE

‘ DIPO

CATEGORY AND CRITERION VARIABLE D 1 _ PO _ INDEX
SOCIAL-EMOTIONAL {econt'd)

INDICES AND TRAITS (cont'd)

71, Annoys Father =, 120%%% o 194%k% ~ 040 =.009%% - ]162%%*

72, Quality of Sibling .070 . 062 .061 .049 ,097%

Interaction
73. Quality of Interaction -.035 .059 .032 .035 .035
: with Other Children (2-4) :
74, Quality of Interasction .012 -.002 .001 .089#* .027
with Other Children (5-10)
75. Isolation from Other .023 .033 =040 .059 .023

Children

76, Iselation from Other Adults =-,032 -, 084%% 044 = 131%%% - _081%

77. Preschool Problems .016 =,002 .089 ~.037  ,032
78, School Problems =.020 -.053 .013 .046 -.007

PARENTAL DISCIPLINE
79, Positive Digcipline ~.008 -.032 .038 =,037 -.019

80, "Strong" Negative Discipline =-.062 -,048 . -.029 -, 094%%  _ 0B87%*

8l. "Weak" Negative Discipline  .004  .043  -.033  -.015  -.005

82. Warmth of Discipline (1) .040 011 .052 041 .051

83. Warmth of Didcipline (2) .073% L077%  -,013 . 103%* . 090%*

84. Respondent Strictness .068% .028 .010 .073% . 068*

85. Respondent Watchfulness ~.002 -.005 .011 -,020 -.002
(1-4)

86, Resﬁgngg?t Watchfulness -.011 -.049 -.087*% -,060 a-OéQ*

*p ¢ ,05
k%p ¢ .01
**%p ¢ ,001
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TABLE 14C (cont'd)

CORRELATIONS OF SELECTED FAMILY VARIABLES

. WITH ALL CRITERON VARIABLES
) - _FAMILY VARIABLE -
DIPO
N_VARIJABLE —Dn i P 0 _INDEX
COGNITIVE |
CHILD
87. Speech Problem .032 -.034 .003 -.005 ,002
88. General Cognitive .119% L124% =,062 .168%* L121%
Competence (2~4)
89. General Cognitive ,059 .034 =.020 .032 ,040
Competence (5-=10) .
90. General Numeric Competence .035 -.017 =.074 .023 =,025
91. Arithmetic Ability 1 .015 =.000 -.050 -,026 -,036
92. Arithmetic Ability 2 .078 .010 .061 JL41%% 108
93. Writing Problem .055 -.040 =,050 -,023 -,035
* 94, TV Watching -.040  -.040  =,071*% ~.,044 -, 075%
95. TV Viewing Time 011 046 -,011 .066 .048
PARENTAL-INSTITUTIONAL SUPPORT
) 9%, Educational Aspiration L071% .013 .050 .080%* .074%
97. Educational Expectation .072 .035 034 .078 ,085%
J8. Preschool Experience .007 ~-.069% .057 .043 .017
99. Institutional Participation .070 029 -.012  ,046 044
100. Cognitive Stimulation (2-4)  ,124%  ,159%% 027 ,186%k 183wk
101. Cognitive Stimulation (5-10) .071 .067 .00% 055 081
*p & 05
**p (.01

kikp £ ,001
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